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Vatsyapana’s introduction to the 
commentary on the Nyaya-siitra 

Bhasya : Successful activity: (samertha-pravytti) results when 
the object (artha) is cognised by the’ ‘instrument of valid know- 
ledge’ (pramana). Hence the instrument of valid-knowledge is 
invariably connected: with the object (arthanat).. ` 

There is, no cognition (pralipatiz) of object (artha) without 
the instrument, of valid knowledge; without cognition of object 
there is na successful activity. On being aware of the object, 
with the help of the instrument of knowledge, the knower wants 
either toget it or avoid.it. His specific cffort (samihd) promp-. 
ted by the desire. of either getting or avoiding the object, is 
called activity (prauritt), whose success (sdmarthya), again, -lies 
in its invariable connection with the result (phala). ‘One who 
thus. exerts’ (samihamana), being desirous of getting or avoiding 
the object, either gets it or avoids it. By object is meant plea- 
‘sure (sukha) and its cause as'well as suffering (dukkha) and its 
cause. Those objects of promana are innumerable (aparisam- 
khyeya), because the species of livine beings are innumerable. 

Since pramana is invariably related to the object, praméty, 
prameye.and pramiti too, become invariably related to the object. 
How is it so? Because in the absence of the foremost (anyata- 
ma) of these (viz. pramdna) the tight knowledge of the object js 
not possible. Of these; pramåiy means one who, being guided 
by the desire to seck or shun the object, is led to activity. 
Pramana.is the instrument by which the knower (praméatr) rightly 
knows the object. Prameya is the object rightly. known. - Pra- 
miti is the right. knowledge -of the object- With these four, 
taltoa. reaches its fulfilment. 

What, then, is zativa? (It means) the positivity of the posi- 
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tive (sat or bhava) and the negativity of the negative (asat or 
abhava). When a positive objectis known'as positive, i.e. as it 
actually is rather than as its contradictory, it becomes the ¿atya 
(of sat or bhdva). Again, when a negative object is known as 
negative, i.e. in its actual nature rather than as its contradic- 
tory, it becomes the tatfua (of asat ar abhdva). 

But how can the latter (i.e. the negative or asai) be known 
by a pramana? Because, when with the help ofa lamp the 
object which exists there is known, so also the object ‘which is 
not there is not known (i.e. is known as not existing or ndsti), 
Just as with the help of a lamp the visible object.is seen by ‘the 
observer, similarly that which is, not perceived is (known as) 
not. existent; it would have been known like, that (że. the 
visible object) if it were there ; itis .(known as) not existent 
because there is no perception of it. Thus, when a positive 
object ts known by a pramana, that which at that time is not 
known is (known as) not existent. - If it were there, it would 
have been known just ‘like that {i.e. the positive object or sat). 
It is (known as) not existent because it is-not perceived. 

Therefore, in this way the pramdna which reveals the existent 
reveals also the not-existent. 

The existents are going to be briefly stated in sixteen farms. 
Of the positive objects— 

Sūtra 1: The true knowledge of instrument of--valid 

knowledge(praména), object of valid knowledge(pramepa), 

doubt (samfaya), incentive (prayojana), corroborative 
instance (dyslanta), proved doctrine -(siddhanta), inference- 
components (avayavu), hypothetical argument (tarka), 
final ascertainment (nirnaya}, discussion for the. final 
ascertainment (vida), debating maneuver -(jalpa), des- 
tructive criticism (sitenda), -pseudo-probans (hetvdbhasa), 
purposive distortion of- the opponent (chala), futile re- 
joinder based on mere similarity or dissimilarity (jati), 
and point of defeat (nigrahasihdna) leads to the attain- 
ment of the highest good (nihsreyasa), ff ill. pf 
Bhasya: While expounding the compound [in the sūtra], the 
numbers (vucana) tò be added to each component term should 
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be in, accordance with those used [in the subsequent sifra-s 
giving their definition and classification]. The compound here 
is dvandva, in which the meanings of all the component terms 
have equal importance. In ‘true nature of pramana etc. the 
genitive is by the rule fese sasthi. In ‘knowledge of truth’ and 
‘attainment of the highest good’, the-genjtives are in the accusa- 
tive. Now, these are the 16 positive objecis. (the knowledge. of 
which is conducive’ to the summum bonum). The present śãstra 
aims at their exact knowledge (a-viparite jndna). Inthis siilra, 
the objects to be discussed in the. Nyaya- $asira (tantra) are ex- 
haustively enumerated, each. by name: 

The summum bonum is obtained (primarily) through the right 
knowledge of the (twelve) objects of knowledge, viz. man, etc. 
This jis explained later, in the next sara. One- attains the 
summum bonum afier. rightly understanding the four human con- 
cerns (arthapada, lit. ‘the basis of the human end’), viz. 

suffering (heya, lit. ‘that which is to be avoided’) and its 
causes, right knowledge (dtyantika-hana, lit, ‘the’ cause of the 
absolute cessation of suffering’), the ‘means of attaining that 
right knowledge (i.e. the present fasira), and liberation (adhi- 
gantanya, lit. ‘the ultimate goal’), 

[Objection] The separate -mention of ‘doubt’ ete, among 
them (z s. the 16 categories of the sūtra) is useless, because being 
appropriately included under pramēna and prameya these are not 
completely different from them. 

[Answer] This is true. Nevertheless, for the benefit of man- 
kind four branches of study (vrdya)—each having its unique 
subject matter—are prescribed, of which this study of. logic 
(anvikstki-vidy@) is che fourth and its unique subject-matter ( pras- 
thdna) consists of these categories, namely, samšaya (doubt) ete. 
Wichout the separate mention of these, it (logic) would have 
been mere: ‘study of the self’ (adhydlma-vidya), like Upanisad. 
Therefore. by, rmentioning the categories like Samsaya etc., it is 
shown to have its unique subject-matter. 

Among these, nyõya has no relevance (pravarlate) for objects 
that are unknown, nor for those. that are known for certain. 
What, then, has it relevance for? It has relevance only for 
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those’ objects about which there is doubt. Asit is said (by 
Gautama), “Final ascertainment (nirnaya) is the ascertainment 
of an object through [consideration of] thesis (paksa) and anti-. 
thesis (pratipeksa. which result from doubt (vimarsa)”. (Npdya- 
sūtra i. 141}, Here vimarfa means doubt; (consideration of) 
thesis and anti thesis mcans.the application df npaya; ascertain- 
ment of ‘the.object means mirnaya’ or right knowledge (lativa- 
l Jňäna). This doubt (samšaya) is the general acquaintance with 
an object which is short of definite knowledge, e.g. ‘What 
(exactly) is it-?? Though included in the category of prameya, it 
is separately mentioned for this special consideration (viz. being 
the basic condition for the employment of nydya): 

Next [is separately mentioned] incentive (prayojana), Incen- 
tive is. that which induces one to activity—-that is, the object 
for the desire of attaining or avoiding which one is led to acti- 

“vity. Al living beings, all their activities and all the branches 
of knowledge (vidya) are pervaded by incentive. Naya, too, is 
employed only on its basis. 

What, then, ‘is this npdya? .Nyâpa is the, examination of an 
object with the help of the instruments of valid knowledge (pra- 
ména-s). The inference (anumāna) which is not contradicted by 
perception and scripture is called anvitsa, that is, the knowing 
over again (anu, literally ‘‘after’’) of that which is already known 
(tkstta) by perception and scripture. [anviksa—anu (after)+iksa 
(knowledge)}. This branch of knowledge is called ‘anviksiki wor 
nyaya- vidya or nydya-sdsira. because it is propagated for the dis- 
cussion óf that (3.2. of anvitsa). The inference which is contra- 
dicted by eithér perception or scripture is pseudo-nydya. 

‘Discussion’ for the final ascertainment (vdda) and ‘debat- 
ing manoeuver’ (jalpa) are useful.there. But (the usefulness of) 
‘destructive criticism’ (vitanda) i is being examined.’ A vaitandika 
is one who employs mere destructive criticism. If, when ques- 
tioned about its purpose, he admits such and: such to be his 
thesis or such and such to be his doctrine, he has to surrender 
his ‘role as a vaitandika’ . (vattandikatva). (fhe does not admit 
this, he becomes neither a lay learner (laukika) nor an expert 
(pariksaka): {That is, because of his utter purposelessness, he 
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would bé considered a lunatic]. co 

Again, if he (the vattandika) says that his purpose is to expose 
the defects of the opponent—this too will be as objectionable as. 
before. For the vaitandika has to renounce his own position if 
he admits one: who expounds, one who Jearns, the means of 
expounding or the theme expounded. In case he does not 
admit (these), his contention that his purpose is to refute the 
position of the oppdnent becomes meaningless. 

Propositions without any positive thesis to prove constitute 
vitenda. If-these propositions are claimed to be meaningful, 
then that (meaning itself) constitutes his positive thesis. On. 
the other hand, if this is mot admitted, the, propositions become 
meaningless like mere delirium and as such, the essence of vitan- 
da is destroyed. 

(The mtra): next mentions ‘corroborative instance’ (dysanta). 
Corroborative instance is an object of perception-—an object 
about which the notions (buddki) of the layman (ie. one who 
learns) as well as of the expert (i-e onc who expounds) are not 
in conflict (i.e. are unanimous’. Tt ‘is included, of course, in 
the objects of valid knowledge, Still it is mentioned separately 
because it is the basis of inference and.‘verbal testimony’ (aga- 
ma). Ut. (drstanta) being there, inference ‘and testimony are 
possible; without it these are not possible. It is also the basis 
of the application of nyaya. By (showing) the contradiction of 
the drstanta the position. -of the opponent can be declared as 
refuted. By the substantiation of the dysjanta, one’s own. posi- 
uon is well-established. . Ifthe sceptic (ndstzka) admits a corro- 
berative instance, he has to surrender his scepticism. .If he 
does not admit any, how can he silence hisopponent ? Further, 
by previously mentioning dysfanta (in the present sžtra), Gauta- 
ma is justified in subsequently saying (the two siltras as): 
“ydaharana is an instance ({dyslanta) which being similar to the 
subject (sadhya-dharmin) possesses its characteristic (iat-dhorma- 
bhāsin)” [NyZpa-silva i. 1.36] and “because of its absence the 
opposite of that” (Vydya-sitiva i. 1,37). (In these two later siira-s 
Gautama defines uddharana or cxemplification, and Vatsyayana 
says that since in the definition of udd@herana Gautarna uses 
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the word drsianta, he is justified in introducing drs/dnia here.) 
‘Proved doctrine’ (siddhdnta} means the object admitted in the 
form : “It exists”. It is included in the objects‘of valid know: 
ledge. Still, it is separately mentioned because odda, jalpa and 
vilandé are employed’ only when there is difference among the 
praved doctrines, not otherwise. 

Each of the five propositions Gady pratijna, ete.) with 
which the desired thesis is. conclusively established , (siddhik pari- 
Samipyate), is called an ‘inference-companent’ (avayava) in rela- 
tion to their totality! The four framdna-s are collectively pre- 
sent (i.e, underlie) in these (five). ‘The ‘preliminary statement 
of.thesis’ (pratifd) is: verbal testimony (@gama).. The -probans 
(hetu) ig inference (anumdna), The exemplification (udāharana) is 
perception (pratyaksa). The application (upanaya) is comparison 
(upamina). The demonstration of the capability of all these to 
combine for the sake of (establishing) one central thesis is the 
conclusion (nigamana). Such is nydya par excellence. With the 
help of this alone, vāda, jalpa and vitanda can be employed, never 
otherwise. The ascertainment of truth (tative) is dependent on 
it. These inference-components being but specific forms of 
words (i.e. propositions)—and as such included in the objects of 
valid knowledge—are separately mentioned for the above 
reasons. 

‘Hypothetical argument’ (žarka) is not included in the four 
pramana-s, nor is it a. separate promana. It is rather an accessory. 
(anugr@haka} to the instruments of valid knowledge and it faci- 
Hitates the knowledge of truth (tattva-jñāna). ;Anexample of such 
tarka : 

‘Ts this birth E. by an impermanent.cause or by. a 
permanent one, or is it accidental (akasmika, ie. without any 
cause) ?” 

. In cases of such objects the real nature of which is not 
known, tarka (ūha) ig employed by way of adducing some rea- 
sons. (Thus, e.g. :) 

“If birth is produced by an impermanent ‘cause, then; be- 
cause of the destruction of the cause, the cegsation-of (the series 
of) births becomes possible. Again, if (it is produced) by a 
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permanent cause, then, because of the impossibility of the ` des- 
truction of the cause, the cessation of (the series of) births be- 
comes impossible. Again, if it'is accidental, then birth, being 
accidentally produced, will never. cease and there being no 
cause of cessation, there will be no cessation of birth.” 

t In the case of a tarka like this, the pramdna-s proving that 
birth is due to' karmar are assisted by a tarka. 

Tarka facilitates the «knowledge of truth, because it judges 
the plausibility or otherwise of.the theme of true knowledge: 

- Now tarka, which is of this nature, along with the.-four pra- 
mana-s, helps to establish one’s own: thesis ag Well as-to refute 
that of the opponent in a debate (vada) and it is for this reason 
that farka, though included in the objects of valid knowledge, 
is separately mencioned. 

‘Final ascertainment’ (nirnaya) is the knowledge of truth 
(tallvajfidna). It is the final result of (i.e. acquired through) the 
instruments of valid knowledge.’ ‘Discussion for the final ascer- 
tainment’ (vdda) ends with this. ‘Debating maneuver’ (jalpa) 
and ‘destructive criticism’ (vitandã) are intended to nurse it 
(palanartha). Now, these two, namely tarka and nirraya, conduct 
the ‘practical life of the people” (lokapatra). This ntrraya, though 
included in the prameya-s is separately mentioned for this reason. 

‘Discussion for the final ascertainment (védd) means the 
arguments offered by more than one party—each trying to 
establish its own thesis—ending in the ascertainment of one of 
the: positions contended. It-is mentioned separately because of 
the need of its special knowledge. Only when specially known, 
the employment of vada yields the knowledge of truth. Jalpa 
and vilanda, which differ from it {vdda) in certain respects, are 
mentioned separately because, as is said (by Gautama in Nydpa- 
siitya iv>2.50), these are for the protection of the knowledge 
of truth. 

The pseudo-probantia (hetvabhdsa) are mentioned over.and 
above ‘the point of defeat’ (nigrahasthdna}, because these are to 
be employed-in'zada, while ae are to be employed 
in jalpa and vitandd. 

The separate mention of ‘purposive distortion of the oppo- 
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nent’ (chala), ‘futilexrejoinder based on mere similarity and 
dissimilarity’ (fat) and ‘pointof defeat’ (nigrakasthana) is. for 
the sake of acquaintance (upalaksana) ,with these. Chala, jdts 
and nigrahasthana, when acquainted with, can be avoided in 
one’s own argument and detected in. those of others. Besides, 
it becomes easier to answer a jati.employed by the opponent 
and one may easily use it for one’s own purpose. 

Now, this anvitsikt which is differentiated from the other 
branches of knowledge by the categories. like pramina etc. is 
specially mentioned in ‘the cnumeration of various studies’ 
(vidyoddesa) asthe lamp for all branches of study (vidya), the 
means (upaya) for all activities, the.basis of all virtues (dharma). 

The ‘knowledge of truth’ (tatdva-jrdna) and ‘the attainment 
of the summum bonum’ (nihsrepasa-adhigama) are to be understood 
in accordance with thé respective branches of study. In this 
particular branch of study called adhypatmavidya (literally, “study 
of the self’) knowledge of truth means the’ knowledge of self 
(dtman) etc.,and-the attainment of summum.bonum means libera- 
tion (apavarga). ` 

‘Now, is this liberation attained immediately after knowledge 
of truth ? This is answered in the negative. How then ? Resul- 
ting (ultimately) from the knowledge of truth (as mentioned in 
the next stra). 

Sutra 2: Of suffering (duhkha), birth (janma), activity 

(pravrtii), .cvil\(doga) and false knowledge (:mithpajiana)— 

when each previous one (in this:series) is removed as a 

consequencc ofthe removal of the onc immediately follow- 

ing it (in this series), liberation, (apavatga) is attained. 

(That is, the remoyal of mithyajtdna:leads to the removal 

of dosa; the removal of doça leads to the removal of, 

pravciti; the removal of pravriti leads to the removal, of 

janma and the removal of janma leads to the removal of. 
duhkha—and this results in apavarga): j] i. 1,2 |] 

Bhasya.: Now, there exist many forms of ‘false knowledge’ 
(mithya-jyiana) regarding the prameya-s, (in the list given.by Gau- 
tama in Np4ya-sittra i. 1.9) beginning from @iman and ending in 
apavarga, Regarding the self (aiman), (there is the false knowledge) 
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that it exists noč (or that). the- not-self is the self. (Other 
examples of such false knowledge are :).suffering taken for plea- 
sure, the unreal taken for the real, the non-remedy (a trāna) 
taken for the remedy (irda), the fearful (sabhaya) taken for the: 
fearless.(nirbhaya), the prohibited (jugupsitay taken for the pres- 


.cribed (abhimaig): and that which should be avoided (hGtavya) 


taken forthe desirable (apratihdtavya): Regarding motivation 
(pravrtit), (there is the false knowledge) that there exists nothing 
called karman nor its result. Regarding evil (doja) (there isthe 
false- knowledge) that this ‘worldly existence’ (Samsd@ra) is not 
due to evil. Regarding rebirth (pretyabhdva) there is the false 
knowledge that there exists no being nor any’soul which would 
die and be reborn after death,-(or) that birch-is without a cause, 
(or) that the cessation of birth is without a cause and’ therefore, 
rebirth has a beginning and is endless, (or) that though rebirth 
has a cause, karman is not that cause, (or) that rebirth has no 
connection with any self, for ivis merely the destruction as well 
as the re-creation of the stream of body- -senseorgans-feeling. 
Regarding liberation (apavarga), (there is the false knowledge) 
thar the cessation of all activities is terrible, (or) that in-the 
state of liberation due to the cessation of relation with every- - 
thing, even many blessings (bhadra) will disappear and therefore, 
why would any intelligent person prefer such a liberation which 
is a destruction of all pleasure and a state of total unconscious- 
ness ? ; 

As a result of such forms of false knowledge occur attraction 
(raga) for the favourable (anukila) and repulsion (doesa) for the 
unfavourable (pratikile). Under the influence of attraction and 
repulsion are produced evils (dose) like falsehood (asalya), malice 
(irgj@), deception (maya) ‘and greed (lodha) etc. Driven by the 
evils and through the agency of the body one commits injury 
(himsā), theft (steya) and prohibited copulation (prati siddha- mat- 
thuna). Through words (one >is led to) plotting against other 
(paradroha), desiring to grab at’ others’ possessions (paradrawya- 
abhipsa) and heterodoxy (nāstikya). Motivations (pravrti) like these 
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are malignant (papdimika) and.they result in vices ‘(adharma). 

Now, (the motivations) that are, auspicious.({udha) : through 
(the agency of) body (one performs) charity (dana), rescue (pari- 
tana) and sérvice to others ( paricarana). Through words—truth 
(satya), benevolence. (Ailay, attractiveness (friza) and the regular 
recital of the Veda (soddhpdya). Through mind—mercy (day), 
detachment (asficha) and reverence (Sraddha). These: ‘result Jin. 
virtue. z 

In this sara, by the word praviti are meant» virtue (dharma) 
and vice (adharma), which are ‘caused by motivation’ (pranytt- 
sadhana), just as (the scripture says) food (anna) is the very life 
(prada) of the living peices to mean that life is ‘caused by food’ 
(anna-sadhana). 

Such motivations (à. e. vice and virtue) cause respectively 
detestable and excellent births- 

_ By birth, again, is meant.the collective origination of ‘body- 
senseorgans-consciousness-and-feeling’ ` (Sartva-indriya-buddht- 
vedanda). 

From it results suffering.. This (suffering), again, is that 
which is viewed as undesirable and is (variously called) bddhand, 
prdd and tāpa. 

By worldly existence (samsdra) is meant the uninterrupted flow 
of all, these. elements (dharma), like false knowledge ete., ulti- 
mately resulting in suffering. ; 

When, false knowledge is dispelled by knowledge of truth, 
the evils are removed because of the removal of false knowledge. 
Because of the removal of evilsi. motivation, too, is removed. 
Because of the removal of motivation, (the chain of) births 
comes to an end, With the cessation of births, disappears suffer- 
ing. With the disappearance of .suffeting, ig attained final 

_ (Zyantika) liberation or nihéreyasa: 

' Knowledge of truth js explained as the very opposite of false 
knowledge. Thus, (right knowledge):regarding the.self is : the 
self exists, the not-self is but. not-self. Similarly, regarding 
suffering, the permanent, -the remedy, the fearful, the prohibi- 
ted, the detestable—each known according to its real nature. 
Regarding motivation—the knowledge) that karman exists and 
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so also the result thereof, Regarding evil—that:this worldly 
existence is the result of evil. Regarding rebirth—that there 
exist-animals (jantu) or living beings (jiva) and. spirit (saliva) or 
self (atman), who are.rebarn after death ; that birth has a cause, 
that the cessation of birth too has a cause and.as such (the 
chain of) :rebirths is beginningless but it ends in liberation; that 

“rebirths, being something caused, are caused by motivation (że. 
vice and Virtue) and.that vebirths having connection with.the 
self flow on through the destruction arid re-creation of the stream 
of body-senséorgans-consciousness-and- feeling. 

Regarding liberation~-that liberation, which is the dissolu- 
tion of all relations and the cessation of everything: else, is a state 
of bliss- (santa) in which disappears the manifold sins which are 
interisely painful and dreadful and as such why should an in- 
telligent person not delight in liberation, which‘is the cessation 
of all sufferings-and. is free from all consciousness of suffering ? 

- Therefore, just as poisoned food, though mixed with honey; 
js not desired, so is pleasure: Onvariably attended’ (anusakta) 
with pain. ; 

Here ends tbe section on subject-matter, relation and purpose 
i (abhidkeya-sambandha-prayojana-prakorana) 


M. ON THE DEFINITION OF THE. INSTRUMENTS 
“OF VALID KNOWLEDGE 


Bhagya : The system will follow a three-fold procedure ¢viz.), 
naming (the topic) (uddeta), defining (laksana) and critically 
examining (partksa). Of them, uddefa means the act of referr- 
ing to an object by name; Jaksana means the distinguishing cha- 
racteristic (a-tattva- vyavacchedaka-dharma, lit. the characteristic 
which differentiates an objéct from all other objects) of the 
object named; ‘partksd ‘means- ascertainment, with the help of 
the pramana-s, the appropriateness of-the distinguishing charac- 
teristic ‘of the object defined. ‘Thus just after naming and 
classifying, the définitions of the objects classified are stated— 
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as in the cases of the pramdna-s and the prameyars. Again, just 
after naming and then defining, the classification is made—as 
in the, éase of chala., (By way of illustrating the latter procedure, 
Vatsyayana quotes Nydya-sittra i. 2.10 and í. 2.11 :)“Chalais the 
distortion ofthe statement (of the ‘opponent) by drawing an 
implication contradictory to the intended one” and “it (chala)- 
is of three kinds.” 
Now, the classification of the named (i.e. of pramdnza,-which 
is first named in the first sūtra.) 
Sutra. 3: Pramõna-s are four—perception (pratyaksa), infe- 
rence (araumina). comparison (upamdna) and verbal testi- 
mony (fabda) j} i. 1.3 ff 
Bhdsya : Perception (pratyaksa) is the function (orlli, ie. 
wyapara) of each sense-organ faksa, ie. indriya) in respect of its 
appropriate object. Such a function is of the nature of either 


contact or knowledge: When the function is of the nature of 


contact, thé result is valid knowledge in the form of perception. 


When. it is of the nature of knowledge, the result is either the” 


“knowledge that produces aversion’ (hana-duddhi) or the <know- 
ledge that produces attraction’ (updddnatbuddhi) or the ‘know- 
ledge that produces indifference’ (upeksa-buddhi). 

Inference {anumdna) is the after-knowledge (anu=after, mana 
=knowledge) of an object as the probandum (lingi-eriha) thro- 
ugh a probans flinga) rightly ascertained (mita). 

Upamdna (upa==contiguous, mdne=knowledge) is the know- 
ledge of contiguity (sdmipya), e.g. the gaveya is just like the cow. 
Contiguity means the ‘possession of common characteristics’ 
(simanya-yoga). x 

Verba} testimony. (sebda} is so called hicaniée by:i it the mea- 
ning-is verbally communicated. 

_ That the pramana-s.are the instruments of knowledge (ie. of 
valid presentative knowledge) is ta be understood by the ‘ety- 
mological analysis’ (nirvacana) of the epithet (samakhya) (ie. 
praména itself), The word pramãņa signifies the instrument, 
because (it ts derived as) ‘by this is rightly known’ (pramiyate 
onena). . Thus, the explanation of the specific epithets (like pra- 
lyaksa, aniumdna, etc.), ‘too, is (to be understood in) a similar 


Nyaya-sitra i, 1.3 13 


(manner). 

But, then, do many instruments of valid knowledge converge 
(abhisamplavante) on thé one and the-same object ? Or, are they 
restricted (uyavatisthante) to.their respective objects alone ? Both 
(alternatives) are observed. ; 

(Examples of convergence or äbkisamplava) : From verbal tes- 
timony (dpta-upadeia) is ascertained that the self exists, The 
same is ascertained by inference (viz.) : ‘The probantia for the 
inference of the self are desire (iccha), aversion (devsa), motiva- 
tion.(prayania), pleasure (sukha), pain (duhkha) and knowledge 
( jiiana)’ (Nydpa-sitiva i: 1.10). (The same is ascertained by). per- 
ception ‘resulting from yogic meditation’ { yoga-samadhija) of the 
Yogin called Yuñjāäna. (Yogins are supposed ta be of two 
types, called Yuka and. Yuriydne, the former having. a constant 
communion while the latter having communion only on medi- 
tation). Thus, “the self is perceived through a ‘specific form 
of contact’ (samyoga-vilesa) between the self and the mind (ma- 
nas)” (Vastsestka- sūtra ix. 1.11). 

Similarly, fire is ascertained by verbal testimony like “here 
is fire”, by inference from the perception of smoke while nearing 
it, and by perception after reaching it. 

Again, {examples of ] restriction (uyavasthé) [of pramdna-s to 
their respective object alone]: “One desiring heaven should 
perform the Agnifiotra sacrifice.” For ordinary people there is 
neither inference (linga-dargana, lit. the perception of a pro- 
bans) nor perception of heaven. 

On hearing the roar of the cloud, one infers: its cause (i.e. 
cloud). There is neither perception nor verbal testimony for it. 

When the hand is perceptually known, there is neither in- 
ference nor verbal testimony proving it. 

Perception-is the foremost of such forms of valid knowledge. 

One knowing the object of enquiry through verbal testimony 
becomes desirous.of knowing-it over again by inference (linga- 
darsana). After inferentially knowing it through perception of 
the probans, one becomes further desirous of knowing it 
through perception. And when the object is (ultimately) as- 
certained through perception, the enquiry comes to its final 
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‘end. This is exemplified by the aforesaid fire. 

Abhisamplava means the convergence (samkara, lit. mixture) 
for.a knower of many instruments of valid knowledge on the. 
same object of valid knowledge, while tbeir non-convergence 
means restriction (vpevastha). f 

Next are stated the definitions of- the classified [instruments 

of valid knowledge}. 

i Siira-4: Perception is the knowledge resulting from 
sense-object contact. [and which is] ‘not due to: words’ > 
(avpapadesya), ‘invariably-related’ [to the object] (avyabhi- 
cirin) and is ‘of a definite character’ (spavasdyatmaka). 
ERETI 
Bhayya: The knowledge which results: from the contact.of 

the sense with the object is called perception, (Objection)-But, 
then, itis not so. --(It results .when) the self. (@éman) comes in. 
contact with the mind (manas), the mind with the sense and the 
sense with the object. (Answer) It (the sūtra) does not specify 
the cause as “it-alone is the cause of perception.” It rather 
` states the special cause [of perception]. That which is the ‘spe- 
cial cause of perceptual knowledge is stated here, but it does 
not exclude the cause common tothe inferential and other 
forms-of knowledge. 

(Objection) But, then,. the contact of the mind with the 
sense should be stated. (Answer) This (the contact of the mind 
witb the sense) does not differ in'the different cases of percep- 
tual knowledge and as such, being alike (i.e. being a common 
cause like the contact of self with mind), is not mentioned, 

There are as many ‘naming words’.(ndmadhepa-fabda) as 
there are objects (artha). (Every object has'a word standing for 
it), By these (ic. words) the objects are properly known. Usage 
(vyavahara) depends on the. proper knowledge of the object. 
Now, this knowledge of object. resulting from ‘sense-objeet con- 
tact assumes the form: “Ir is colour” .{râpa) or ‘It is taste” 
(rasa). The words like rapa and rasa are names of objects. 
Pieces of knowledge are referred -to by.these, eg., one knows 
that it‘is-colour or one knows that it is taste. “(Such piéces of 
knowledge) being referred to by words naming these, there.is the 
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apprehension of considering them as but due to words. -There- 
fore, [ż.e. to remove: such .an apprehension] (Gautama) says, 
not due to words. ` uae. aT 

' Knowledge on the part of those unaware of the relation 
between the word and its corresponding object (e.g. of the 
infant andthe dumb). is not referred to by the words naming 
the objects. Even if the relation between the word and the 


‘corresponding object is known, there is the knowledge that this 


word is the name of this! object (i.s. even for those who are- 


„aware of the relation between a word and its corresponding 


object, the knowledge of the object is nor due to the word 
naming it), When that. object is ‘known, the knowledge does 
not differ from the :afore-mentioned knowledge of the object 
{i.e of the infant and the dumb), This. knowledge of the object 
is but similar to that. But this knowledge.of the object has no 
other word to name it, being conveyed by which (word) it can 
be subject to usage, because there is no usage with what is not 
properly known, Therefore, by adding the word iti to the 
word naming the object known, it (ie. the knowledge of the 
object) is referred -to as ‘the knowledge that it is colour’ (ripam- 
iti-jñānam), ‘the knowledge that it is taste’ (rasah-sti-jfidnam). 
Thus the word naming the object has no efficacy in producing 
the knowledge of -the object. But it -has use only for the pur- 
pose of communication. Therefore, the knowledge of the 
Object resulting from sense-object contact is not due to word, 
During the summer the flickering rays of the sun intermin- 
gled with the heat. radiating from, the surface of the earth come 
in contact with the cyés of a person at a distance: Due to this 
sense-object contact, there arises, in the rays of the-sun, the 
knowledge::.this is water. Even sucha knowledge. may be 


taken for-valid perceptual knowledge. Hence (Gautama) says, 
“invariably conpedied with the object’ (azyabhicdrin). An ertone- 
ous or ` pyabhicdrin. perception is the perception of an object as 
something which itis not. A right or avyabhicarin perception 
is the perception of an object.as it actually’is, 

Perceiving with eyes an object.at a distance, a person can» 
not decide whether it. is smoke or dust. But.such an ‘indecisive. 
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knowledge’ (anavadhranaj#ana) resulting from sense-object con- 
tact may be taken for perceptual knowledge. Hence (Gautama) 
says, ‘of a definite character’ (nyavasaydimazka). It cannot, how- 
ever, be.claimed that this ‘indecisive knowledge is due only to 
the contact of self with ming (ie. is not due to the contact of 
the sense with the object). Indecisive knowledge (like this) arises 
only after one sees the object with the eyes.. Just as the object 
perceived by the-senses is eventually perceived by the mind, 
so also an object is indecisively apprehended by the mind after 
being indecisively apprehended by the senses. Doubt is only 
the ‘vacillating knowledge’ (vimarta) with a drive for the percep- 
tion of some unique character which is 1apprehended by mind 
after being apprehended by the sense, and not the previous one’ 
(i.e. not the indecisive knowledge which is apprehended by the 
mind alone'after the termination of the function of the senses). 
In all cases of perception the knower has the definite knowledge 
of an object through the sense, for persons with impaired sense- 
organs cannot have any <after-knowledge” (anu-yyavasdya) (cog- 
nising the first, i.e: the knowledge due, to sense-object contact). 
[Objection] A separate definition of perception needs ta ‘be 
given (to cover the perceptions of) the self etc. and pleasure. 
etc., because it (the perception of self or pleasure) is not due to 
sense-object contact. [Answer] Though mind is a sense, it is 
mentioned separately from the other senses because of its differ- 
ent nature. The other senses are ‘mate of the elements’ (hau- 
lika) and have fixed objects (ntyate-visaya). These become’senses 
by virtue of their possessing (the respective) qualities. Mind, on 
the other hand, is not made of elements, has no fixed object 
(sarva-vigapa, lit. having everything for its object)and it does not 
become a sense by virtue of its possessing the quality. As we shall 
later explain, in spite of the sense-object contact, its (iz. of 
mind) connection or absence of connection is the cause why.a 
number of perceptions do not simultaneously “occur. Since 
mind also is a sense, no separate definition (for such perception) 
is called for, This is to be learnt from what is discussed in ‘the 
other system’ (tantyantara). The viewpoint of other, when not 
refuted, becomes one’s own—and this is called tantra-pudti. Here 
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ends the explanation of perception. 

Satra 3; Next fis discussed) inference (anumana), which. 

is preceded by it (éat-parvaka) [i.e. by perception]; and is 

of three kinds, namely, piirvavat (i.e. having the antece- 

dent as the probans), fesavat (iz. having the constquent 

as the probans) and sdmanpatody sta (1.8. where the Lyd pti is 

ascertained by'general observation), /) i, 1.5 // 
Bhasya : By the expression ‘preceded by it. is meant ‘the 
perception of the (invariable) relation between the probans and 
the probandum’ (linga-liñginoh sambandha-dartanam) as well as 
‘the perception of the probans’ (4nga-darsana), By the perception 
of the invariably related probans and the probandum is meant 
the recollection of the probans (linga-smyti), Through this re- 
coliection and: the perception of the probans is inferred the 
object which at that time ‘is not directly cognised’ (a-pralyaksa). 

Now, pūrvavat : When the effect js inferred from its cage: 
e.g. from the rising cloud (it is inferred that) it will rain. Sepa 
vatz When the: cause is inferred from its effect. On perceiv: 
ing the water of the river as different fiom-what it was before, 
(and further perceiving) the fullness of the river and the swift. 
ness of the-current, itis inferred chat there was rain. Saminya- 
lodrsja; the. perception of an object at some place which was 
previously seen somewhere else is due to its movement j 80 also. 
that of the sua. “Therefore (it is inferred that), though imper- 
ceptible, the sun has movement. 

Alternatively. Pirvavat: when an object not perceived at 
the moment is inferred through the perception of one of the 
two objects as they were previously perceived, As for example, 
fire from smoke. [Two objects were previously (piyoz) perceived 
as being invariably related. An object similar to one of these 
is now perceived. From this is inferred an object similar to 
the other, though the object thus inferred is not perceived now.} 

Sesavat means parisesa (residual). It is. the definite know- 
ledge resting on the residual after the elimination of (certain) 
possible objects and ‘because of the irrelevance in the cases of 
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(still) other objects. As for example, by characterising sound 
as existent (sat) and ‘non-eternal (anitya), which are the common 
characteristics of substance (dravya). quality (guna).and action 
' (karman),.it is differentiated from universal,(sémanya), particula- 
rity (vifesa) and irtherence (samavaya). When doubt arises -whre- 
ther it (sound) isna substance, quality or,action, (we eliminate 
as follows). It is not, substance, because it has only-a single 
substance (asthe inherent causc) and it is not action, because it 
is. the cause of a, subsequent sound. Then itjs what.is the re- 
sidual.and sound is proved to be a quality. 
| Sadmdnyalodrsja: When the relation between the probans and 
the probandum being imperceptible, .the probandum.is known 
from a probans having the same nature -with any .other object. 
As for example, self from desire etc.: Desire.etc. are qualities. 
Qualities reside. in: substances: .Therefore; that which is the 
substratum of these (i.e. desire-etc,) is the’ self. 
. From the statement of the classification it is already obvious 
that inference is of three forms; -still the expression ‘threefold’ 
(trividha) (in the siira) is (retained), because Gautama, consid- 
ering the, extraordinary economy of words by way of” expoun-— 
ding in a. very brief aphorism the great and stupendous theme. 
of inference, felt indifferent -tó any further economy of words. 
By-such , variety of: words this practice; (ie. the disregard for 
economy of words) -has-often beenadopted.in this. system, as in 
the cases of (the discussion of) siddhanta, chala and sabda etc.. 

. Perception has for its object: things present (sat). Inference 
has.for its object things both present and absent (asat). .Why-? 
Because-of its capacity. for knowing objects belonging -to the 
three. times (ie. past, present and: future). ` By. inference .one 
kuows objects belonging to the three times. We infer zit will 
be, it-is, and-it was. - By: ‘absent’: here is‘meant, the past and 
the future (objects). 

_ .Naxt is upaméana. 
Sūtra 6. Comparison (upamdna), is! the-instrument of the. ` 
valid knowledge of an object derived through its-simila- . 
rity with another well-known (prasiddha) object. // 1.1.6. }f 
Bhas ya ; Upamdna is ‘definité knowledge’ (praynapana) of-.the 
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‘object sought to be definitely known’ (prajaapaniya) through its 
` similarity with an object already wellknown. (Example) “The 
 gavapa (a wild cow without the dew-lap).is like the cow.” (Ob- 
jection) What is the function here of upamdana as-an instrument 

of vatid knowledge ? When one perceives its similarity with the 

cow, one knows the object by perception itself. [Answer] As 

Gantarna says, the function af upamana is to impart‘ knowledge 

of the relation of the name (samékhyd) [with the corresponding 

object]. Wher the proposition conveying the comparison “the 
gavaya“is like the cow” is employed, a person perceiving 
through sens¢-object contact an object having similarity with 
the cow. learns “the relacion-between the naming word and the 
object denoted” (samjna-samjni sambandha) in the following way: 
this object is denoted by the word gavaya. After the proposi- 
tions conveying a comparison ‘the mudgaparni (a kind of herb) 
is like the mudga” and ‘the mdsaparni (another kind of herb), 
is like the māsa” are employed, a person acquires the knowledge 

of the relation between the naming word and the object deno- 

ted and he collects the herbs for preparing medicines. Thus, 

many other things aie to be known asthe objects of upamdna in 

everyday life. ` 

Next is verbal testimony (sabda). 

Siira 7: Verbal testimony (śabda) is the communication 
(upadesa) from a ‘trustworthy person’ (pla). Yas IL 
Bhasya : A-teustworthy persan is the speaker who has the 
direct knowledge of an object and is motivated by the desire of 
communicating the object as directly known by him. Aph 
means the'direct knowledge of an object; “an dpia is one who 
employs it. This definition (of a trustworthy person) is equally 
applicable to the seer (rsi), noble (aya) and barbarian (mleccha 
—person without Vedic practices). Thus the practice of every- 

body is carried on. : 

In this way, the activities of god (desa), man (manusya) and 
animal (liryec) are maintained with the help of these instru- 
ments of valid knowledge and ‘not otherwise. 

Sútra.8 v That (ie. word as an instrument of valid know- 
Jedge)‘is of two kinds—-having perceptible and imper- 
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geptible abjecta. // i.1.8,// 

Bhasya,: The object of which is atrainable in: this world is 
the one ‘having perceptible objects’ (drstartha) and the object 
of which is attainable in the other world (amuéra) is the one 
‘having imperceptible objects’ (adystartha).. This is the division 
of the words of the ordinary persons and the seers. Why is this 
(sūtra) said over again ? Let him (i.e. the heretic or ndstika) not 
think that since its object is definitely known-(by, perception), 
only the word having perceptible object of a trustworthy person 
is pramāņa. Since its object is ascertained by, inference, the 
word having imperceptible object also is pramana. Here ends 
the commentary on the instruments of valid knowledge. 

Here ends the section on thé instruments of valid knowledge: 
(pramBna-prakarana) 


XY 


IIJ. ON THE DEFINITION OF THE OBJECT OF 
VALID KNOWLEDGE 


Bhasya : Now what are the objects to be rightly known by 
the instruments of valid knowledge? Hence is said (in the 
next sitra) : 

Sūtra 9 : The objects of valid knowledge {pranie arc : 

self (atman),- body (Jarira), sense (indriya), objects of the 

senses (artha), knowledge (buddhi), mind (manas), motiva- 

tion (pravriti), evil (dosa), ‘rebirth’ :(pretyabhãva), result 

(phala), suffering. (dukkha and liberation (apaverga). 

Hi LO fp oo 
Bhasya : Of these, the self is the knower (drasjr) of every- 
thing.(i.c. of all pleasure, pain and their causes), the enjoyer 
(bhokty) of everything, omniscient (sarvajfia) and the perceiver. 
of all (sarvanubhdvin). The body is the locus (dyaiana) of its enjoy- 
ments. The senses are the aids (sadhana) to enjoyment. The 
objects of the senses are but the objects of enjoyment. Knowledge 
is but the enjoyment The mind is: the internal sense: which has 
everything for its object, because the external senses are incapa- 
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ble of perceiving each and every object. (The external. senses 
are restricted to their respective objects whereas the mind is 
not restricted to any particular object in the sense that without 
its participation no perception is possible.) Mottvation and evils 
are the causes producing the body, the objects of senses, know- 
ledge, pleasure and pain. This body jm which the self abides is 
neither without a preceding.one (apirva),nor without a succeed- 
ing one (anuttara). The (series of).preceding bodies is without any 
beginning (anddt) while the succeeding ones (in the series) ter- 
minate in liberation. This (beginningless, but not endless, series 
of births and deaths) is rebirth. Result.is the awareness of plea- 
sure and pain along: with their aids (like the body, the senses, 
etc.). This mention of suffering {in the sutra) does not exclude 
the experience of pleasure which is perceived as agreeable (anu- 
kila-vedaniya). What does this signify? Here it is prescribed 


Hor meditation that this birth, though with pleasure and its aids, 


is only suffering, because it is permeated by suffering and is 
inseparable from suffering and has connections with various 
torments, One (desirous of liberation) deeply meditates (on this). 
Thus meditating one acquires indifference. The indifferent 
(person) becomes non-attached and the non-attached is libera- 
ted. Liberation is the complete annihilation of all suffering, the 
cessation of the stream of births and deaths. 

There are. also other objects of valid knowledge like sub- 


- stance, quality, action, universal, particularity and inherence. 


These, again, have innumerable variety. ‘Thus-the.objects of 
knowledge are in fact innumerable. But this (group of the 12° 
prameya-s of the sitira) is specially mentioned, because. its ‘right 
knowledge leads to liberation and its false knowledge to worldly 
existence. 

Of these {(prameya-s) the self cannot be known by perception. 
Is it then to be known only from verbal testimony. (ãpła-upa- 
deSa)? The answer isin the negative. It is to be known by 
inference as well. How? 

Sitra 10; The probantia (linge) for the inference of the 

self are desire (icchd), aversion (dvesa), motivation 

(prayatna), pleasure (sukka), suffering (duhkha) and know- 


, 
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ledge (jana). jJ} i. 1.10 J] 
Bhisya : The self, when-it comes across-the kind. of object 
a contact with which previously resulted-in: pleasure,\ desires to 
attain'the same. Such a desire to attain (the object) becomes 
the probans for the inference of the self, because re-cogaition 


{ pratisandhana) takes place only in the case of the same subject” 


perceiving different objects at different times. This re-cognition 
is impossible for ‘a mere stream of momentary: consciousness” 
(buddhi-bheda-mdtra), each: state of it having-a fixed object, as in 
the case-of different bodies (dehantaravat). ‘ 

Similarly, because of re- cognition on the part ofthe same 
subject that perceives various objects at different times there is 
aversion for the object that causes suffering. On coming across 
the kind of’object already known’ to be the cause of pleasure, 
one is motivated to attain -objects. of the-same kind and such a 


motivation is not possible without an identical subject that per- \ 


ceives various objects‘and has re-cognition. ‘This re-cognition 
is impossible for a rere stream of momentary consciousness, 
each state of it-having its fixed object, as ‘in the case’ ‘of different 
bodies. Thos is also explained the repulsion (negative -motiva- 
tion) for objects that cause suffering. x 

Because of the“recollection (smrti) ‘of pleasure, or suffering 
one attains the means thereof. One-is thus Jed to pleasure or 
is fed to suffering and experiences pleasure-or suffering. The 
probans is as already mentioned. [That is, the. probans is the 
re-cognition in the form that the same self which previously had 
the experiences of pleasure or suffering- reco)lects them, attains 
to their means-and again experiences them. ] 

One desirous of knowing an`object bas the doubt: What is 
it? After the. doubt one ascertains : It is such and such. Now, 
this knowledge becomes the probans for the inference of the 
self, because one knows that the subject’ (of this knowledge) is 
the same as the subject which was desirous of knowing and had 
the doubt. The ground is as already explained., l 

Next is analysed the expression- ‘asin the case of different 
bodies’. Just as even ‘those who deny the self’ {anatma-vadin-s) 
do not admit that the different states-of consciousness-abiding in 
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different bodies and restricted to their respective objects cannot 
have re-cognition, so also (the different states. of a stream of 
consciousness) abiding in, the same body cannot have recogni- 
tion, there -being no. difference in the-two cases. It is an accep- 
ted. principle for those who admit a single (i.e. permanent) self 
that there is. recollection only of an object perceived by one’s - 
own self, not of an object perceived by some‘gther self, nor of. 
an object previously unperceived., ‘It is an accepted principle 


even-for those that admit a multiplicity of selves (7.2. those that 


view, the self as a stream of consciousness} that one cannot re- 
collect an object perceived by somebody else.. | But those who 
deny the (permanent) self can explain neither of these princi- 
ples. Thus ic is proved that the self exists. 

The locus (adhisthana) of its (i.e. of the self) enjoyment is— 

Sūtra 11 : Body, (which, is) the substratum (diraya) of 

action (cesfay, senses (indriya), ‘pleasure and suffering’ 

(artha). {Ji ALE jf 
Bhasya : How is the body the locus f action ? Action is the 
effort (samiha) on the part of one led-by the desire of attain- 
ment ar avoidance for acquiring the means of attaining or 
avoiding the objects sought or shunned. Where this (effort) 
resides is. the body. 

How is it (ie. the body) the locus of the senses ? That to 
the existence of which the senses owe their existence and which 
being destroyed the senses also perish is the substratum of the 
sense’ and that is the body. (Depending thus on the body) the 
senses become the receptors of their respective objects, both 
desirable: and undesirable. 

How is the body the locus of artha ? , The. abode in „which 
the awareness, of. pleasure and suffering resulting from sénse- 
object contact resides is their (i.e. of pleasure and suffering,’ or 
of-artha)-locus.. And: that is.the body. 

The means of enjoyment, again, are— 

Sūtra 12: The senses, namely, the olfactory, the gusta- 

tory, the visual, the cutaneous and the auditory. (These 

originate, from) material elements;(bhita-s). |} 1.1.12 ff 
Bhasya. -: The olfactory sense (ghrana) ia that by which one 
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smells. It is the receptor of smell. The gustatory sense (rasanā) 
is that by which one tastes. It is the receptor of ‘taste. The 
visual sense (cakjus) is that by which one sees.- It is the receptor 
of colour (réipa).. The cutancous sense\(tvak)'is that which has 
for its locus the skin (tak). This (teak=skin) acquires the 
‘secondary sense’ (upacãra), because of the location of the cuta-- 
neous sense in it,” The auditory sense (srofra) is that by which 


one hears. It is the receptor of sound. Thos, from:these etymo. 


logical analyses of the names it is evident thar the senses by 
nature are restricted-to their ‘respective objects” (svacvisaya). 

The expression ‘originating from material’elements’ is used 
(to indicate that} the characteristic of being restricted to the 
respective objects is possible only if these (senses) ‘originate 
from different elements’ (ndné-prakrtt) and is not possible if 
these ‘originate from a single substance’ -(cka-prakyti). “Each of 
the senses receive a specific type of object and this “characteris- 
tic of the senses is explained only when there is ‘the law of. 
being restricted to respective objects’ (visaya-niyama). 


What, again, are-the causes of senses (i.e. what are the e¢le-: 


ments from which the senses originate)? 
Saira 13: Barth (prthivi), water (ap), fire (lejas), air (vdpu) 
and empty space (akafa\—~these are the elements (bhatz). 
Jli- 1.413) i 
Bhāşya : The elements are separately mentioned, each by 
its name, because thereby the effects-of the elements classified 
can be easily explained. 
All these (namely )— 
Sūtra 14 : Smet} (gandha), taste (rasa), colour (riipa), touch 
(sparsa! and sound (Sabda), which are respectively/the 
quatities of‘carth, etc., are the objects of the senses (artha). 
fic 114 jp 
Bhasya : The respective qualities of earth, etc., are the respec- 
tive objects of the pany i.e-are specifically. perevived by the 
senses. 
Gautama says, as if for refuting the illogical views (of the 
Samkhya)—namely that knowledge (jana) is the modification 
(orth) ofthe ‘unconscious instrumental cause’ f(acetana-karana) 
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called buddhi (=mahkat of the Samkhya) and that awareness 
(upatabdki) belongs to the conscious - (celana==purusa), which is 
put passive (a-karlz)— 

Sūtra 15 : (The terms) buddhi, upalabdhi and jaana do’ not 

denote. different ‘entities. fie VAS f} 

Bhasya : Knowledge cannot ‘belong to buddhi, which is an 
unconscious instrumental cause; for in that:case it {buddhi} be- 
comes itself conscious. On: the contrary, that which is conscious 
is distinct from the complex: of body-and:the-senses and it-is one 
(in each body-sense complex). ' À 

Although this sutra is (really) designed for ihe purpose of 
defining (the fifth) prameya (viz. buddhi), it expresses an ‘added 
significance” (anya-artha), eRe of its care potential’ (upa- 
patii-sdmarthya). - . 

The probantia for the ‘isference of/mind are recollection 
(smrti), inference (anuména), verbal knowledge (agama), doubt 
(samiapa), intuition (pralibha, 1.2. a form of internal knowledge 
independent of any instrument of valid knowledge), dream- 
experience: (svapnajnana), hyphothetical argument (aha—1Jarka), 
perceptions of pleasure and. -desire cte.. These. probantia apart, 
this also [namely}]—: Ë 

Sura 16 -The absence:of the occurrence of 'simùltancous 

. cognitions’ ( yagapal jRana).is a probans for [the inference 

-of] the mind. //i.1.16 jf 
Bhaésya: Recollection -etc,, ‘which are independent of the 
instrumentality of the (external) senses, should be- due to the 
instrumentality of something else. In spite of the simuleaneous 
contact of the olfactory and other senses with smell etc., the 
resulting cognitions do not simultaneously occur. From this is 
inferred that there is ‘another. avxiliary cause’ (sahakdri-nimi- 
ttantara), which has contact with each of these senses and which 
is ‘unpervading’ (aypdpin) [i.e. atomic in magnitude and therefore 
without parts, and as such can have contact only with Gne sense 
at atime]. Inthe absence of a contact with this there-is no 
cognition, while there is cognition in the presence of a-contact 
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with this. If independent of- the. contact with mind, sense- 
object contact alone could result in cognition, then, there would 
have been simultaneous cognitions, 

Coinirg next in order—. 

Sätra 17 © Motivation (pravzthi) isthe conationt (avambha) 
through speech (udc}, mind. (buddhi) and body. /}i-l.17 // 
Bhésya : The. word buddhi in thig. sūra means.mind. Itis 
[called] buddhi. because ‘one understands by it” (buddhyate anena).. 

Now thia conation (avambha), which-is through body, speech 
or mind and which resolts in virtue-(punya} or vice (pape), 
is ten- fold. Al! these are already:. explained: under, the second 
sūira. ` e 

, Sita 18: ‘Evite (dosa) are`-those that have for their- -pro-. 

bantia (laksana : inferential ground). the [characteristic ,. 

of], ‘being the cause.of - motivation’ (pravartand). 
J418 
Bhésya : Pravarianāīă means the characteristic - of -being the 
cause.of motivation. Attachment (rdga) etc., engage the knower 
to virtue or vice Where : there is - ‘false. knowledge’ (mithyd- 
jiiana), there is.attachment.or aversion. 

[ Objection] These evils are peroeptible to each indivi-. 
dual-self. Why then are these referred.to by their inferential 
ground ? [ Answer ]. That a person.is under the ‘influence. of 
attachment, aversion or ignorance is known by:his activities, 
for only,a person under the influence. of -attachment engages 
himself to the activity by which he vobfains: pleasure. or suffer- 
ing. Similar is the case oone under. the influence of aversion: 
or-under the influence of ignorance. All these. additional signi- 
ficances cannot be conveyed only. by +saying that, attachment, . 
aversion and ignorance [ are the evils:]... 

Sūtra 19 : Rebirth .( pretyabhava)' means being born.again. , 

MEARE 
Bhasya : Rebirth. [ the ninth prameya] ‘is being born again 
after death:for. one previously born+(ufpanna)};in ‘any form. of 
organism’ (kvasit saliva nikdya).. Being born®.(utpanna) . means 
coming mto. relation. The relation [referred to] is with 
body, sense, consciousness (buddhi) and feeling (vedand). Being 
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born again means being related over again to:body etc. The 
word punah (again) is used’to signify récurrence. After abiding 
in: an organism, when a self leaves this: ‘previously acquired 
body etc., it is said- todepart.. Whencit assumes other body, 
etc., of similar.or dissimilar erganisms,: it ‘is said to-be born. 
Rebirth (therefore) means the birth. again after death. Now 
this rebirth, which.is‘bur ‘the continuous cycle of: births and 
deaths, is to be'viewed + as without a beginning ‘but ending. in 
liberation, 
‘Sütra`20 : Result (phala) isthe object (artha) produced 
‘by motivation and evil. // ì.1.20:// 
Bhésya» : Result -means the. feeling of pleasure and suffering. 
Action; leads to éither pleasure or suffering. Such a feeling, 
again,-is ‘possible only. when thererexist body, senses; objects: of 
knowledge and-mind {? buddhi) and, -therefore, result is inten- 
ded to include also body etc. ` All these are thus included i in 
‘result’, which is ‘an object produced by motivation ‘and evil. 
This result is discarded afier being» accepted again and again 
and it is accepted after being discarded: again and again, 
There is no limit” to or end of. the acceptance or rejéction of 
this result. All the living beings are’being swept by the stream 
of the acceptance or rejection of this result, 
Now, all these-are— 
Sūtra 2.x Suffering. (duhkha) which is of the nature of 
pain (badhana). / 1.1.21 J/ 
Bhasya’ : The word. bédhana is a synoaym for pidz and lāpa. 
All:these things; like“body etc., being connected with: suffering, 
are but sufferings. For these -are permeated by or embedded 
in or invariably attended with suffering. One finding every- 
thing: thus permeated by suffering desires to avoid- ‘suffering 
and finding birth to.be suffering attains.the. ‘state of -indiffe- 
rence’ {nirveda). The indifferent ( person) becomes non- attached 
and the.non-attached (person) is liberated: © co- “ts. 
Where there is-the end and where there js. the final cessa- 
tion (of suffering) is this— 
Sätra 22 :-Liberation, which'is thé absolute deliverance: 
from suffering. // 1.1.22 // 
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Bhasya : The absolute «deliverance from. it, iz. from suffe- 
ring—and therefore, from birth—is liberation,- What.is meant 
by it? The giving up of the birth which has- already taken 
place and the non-acceptance of another, (birth). Such a state 
when continued‘eternally, is known ag liberation to ‘those who 
have special knowledge of liberation’ (apavarga-vit).. It-is.the 
state of fearlessness, without decay and death; ‘it is (what the 
scriptures call) brahman and it is the attainment of the highest 
good. te > 

According to some, in the state: of ‘liberation is- manifested 
the eternal bliss of the self, like, its all-pervasive magnitude, and 
by this manifested bliss the absolutely liberated self becomes 
full of bliss. This, view being without proof is unacceptable. 
There.is no perceptual, inferential or scriptural ground to prove 
that in the state of liberation is manifested the eternal bliss . of 
the self, like its all-pervasive magnitude. s : 

Manifestation (abhivyakti) of cternal*bliss is but its awarencas 
(samvedana). ts cause should be mentioned. . Manifestation of 
eternal bliss is its awareness, że: its knowledge; its cause, namely 
that from- which it originates, is to be mentioned. -If [this 
awareness] is: (said to be) eternal, like the bliss itself, then ‘there 
will be no difference between the self: ‘im: its state of worldly. 
existence’ (samsdrastha) and ‘in its state. of liberation’ (múkta). 
Just-as the liberated: (self) is characterised by the bliss: and its 
awareness, which are eternally present, so must also be the self 
in its state of worldly existence, because both: (viz. ithe bliss and 
its awareness) are eternal. (The upholders: of the view that 
liberation is the manifestation of eternal bliss will have to. pos: 
tulate,the cause of its awareness.. To avoid this difficulty, if it 
is assumed that the said awareness also is eternal and therefore, 
is notin need ofany cause, then there would be:-no. scope to 
differentiate, the self in liberation from that in bondage. In 

both the states of liberation and bondage, the self would not 
only be characterised by eternal bliss but also by; its awareness, 
both being assumed as eternal.) 1s 

If even this-is admitted, chen there would be the coexistence 
oc simultaneity of the results of virtue (dharma) and vice: (adhar- 
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ma). In that case, there would have been the :coexistence or 
simultaneity of the awareness of eternal bliss with the awareness 
of the.results of virtue:and vice, namely, pleasure and suffering, 
which are (as a matter of fact) successively experienced (by the 
self) in the realms of worldly existence. There can be absence 
neither of they bliss. nor of its awareness, both. being (assumed 
to be) eternal. 

If. (the awareness of, the eternal bliss is-assumed to be) non: 
eternal, its cause must be mentioned. Now, (ifit is assumed) 
that the awareness in the state of liberation of the cternal bliss 
is non-eternal, then the-cause from which it originates must be 
specified. Let this cause“be the conjunction of--the self with 
mind along with other (auxiliary) causes. If the conjunction 
of the self with mind.is admitted to. be the (main). cause, even 
then, an auxiliary canse.assisting this conjunction is to be men- 
tioned. [The opponent may. argue that virtue (dharma) is the’ 
auxiliary cause. Vatsydyana answers] Then the cause of 
virtue is to be specified. If virtue is (assumed to be) the auxi- 
liary cause, then its cause {í e. of virtue itself) from which it 
originates is to be mentioned.. (The opponent may argue that 
the cause of; virtue is yoga-samadhi. To this VatsyZyana answers) 
The virtue resulting from yoga-samad being destroyed due to 
its incompatibility, with the fulfilment- of the result (produced 
by virtue), there -would. be the cessation of the awareness (of 
that cternal -bliss), If virtue resulting from yoga-samadhi. is 
assumed to be the. auxiliary cause, then.it (virtue) being destro- 
yed (after producing its specific result), because of its. incompa- 
tibility with the fulfilment of the result, the awareness also will 
cease to. exist. If-there is no awareness of it (i.e. of the bliss) 
then it will-be hardly distinguishable from the non-existent. If 
the awareness ceases due to the destruction of virtue and the 
eternal bliss is. not experienced, then there would. be no infe- 
rence to prove either of the alternatives, namely, ‘it is not per: 
ceived though existent: «and. “t (isnot perceived). because (it is) 
non-existent... n + 

-[The upholders of the view’ that liberation is the ,manifesta- 
tion of eternal bliss may admit:that its awareness is non-eternal 
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and this awareness has for its cause the conjunction of the self 
with mind assisted by virtue resulting -from .yoga-samadhi. To 
this VAtsyayana’ answers that this assumed auxiliary -cause, 
namely, virtue resulting from yoga-samddhi, ‘must come to its 
end with the production of its own result. At that stage, the 
auxiliary cause'being absent, there would be no awareness of 
eterna! bliss and in default of its awareness the assumption of 
its existence would be as good as admitting its-non-existence.] 

The indestructibility of virtue cannot be inferentially 
proved, because: it has the characteristic of being «produced. 
There is no inference to prove that virtue resulting from yoga- 
samādhi is not-destrayed. There is rather the inference to the’ 
contrary that-whatever has the characteristic of being produced 
ig non-eterna). Those;according to whom there is no cessation of 
the awareness (of the eternal bliss) [must admit] that therefore it 
is inferentially proved that the cause of this awareness is eterna); 
but it has already been shown that inthe case ‘of it being eter- 
nal there is no distinction between the liberated self andthe 
self in worldly. bondage. : Just as for thé liberated ’seif there is 
eterna! bliss along withthe cause of its’ awareness and there is 
no cessation of: the awareness, its cause being eternal, so also is 
for the self under worldly bondage. Andin that case there 
would have been the simultaneity of the ‘awareness of pleasure 
and of suffering, which are [respectively] the results of virtue 
and-vice. + ; : 

It cannot be argued that the connection with body etc. is 
the cause of obstruction [of the awareness of the-eternal bliss on 
the part of the self], because the very function of- the. body ete. 
is to- facilitate enjoyment (for the self)'and méreover.there‘is no 
inference to the contrary (viz. that the self without being.con- 
nected with a body can experience any pleasure or pain.) 

‘One may argue that for the self in worldly bondage the 
connection with body etc. obstructs the cause of the awareness 
of eternal bliss and therefore the difference between. the two 
(oiz, self in liberation and in bondage) is not denied. But this 
is illogical. ‘Body ete. are for the purpose of. senjoyment..and. 
therefore it is absurd (to argue) that they obstruct enjoyment. 
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There is moreover no inferente that the Bodiless self has any 
enjoyment, y ; 

Nor.can it, be argued.that one is motivated .by the attain- 
ment of the desirable (ispa, ie. the: bliss eternal), because (onc 
may as;well:be- motivated by) the avoidance of.the undesirable, 
(The opponent may-argue) Here.is my inference: The ‘in- 
junction for liberation! is for-the attainment of- the desirable™ 
and hence is the motivation of those who are desirous of ibera- 
‘tion. -Therefore,. neither -of the two (viz. the injunction for 
the:liberation and thetmotivation for it) is‘ meaningless. But, 
this is illogical. The injunction for liberation is for the avoid-- 
ance of the undesirable and heuce is the mativation of those 
that are desirous of liberation. Nothing that is desirable is 
unaccompainéd by the undésirable:and,.:as a result, even the: 
desirable amounts tothe undesirable. One trying to reject 
the undesirable also rejects the desirable, because selective 
rejection is impossible. 

Surpassing the ordinary (4rsta, literally the visible), ig equally 
applicable to the cases of body ete. (Ifitis argued , that the 
self)-strives for eternal pleasure after discarding the temporal 
and ordinary one, then it will have.to be further admitted that 
the liberated self acquires an eterna! body, sense and conscious- 
ness after. discarding the temporal body, sense and conscious- 
ness. Thus is,better conceived the ‘nature of the liberated 
self? (aikaimya). l 

If this (assumption of eternal body etc.) is said to be an 
absurdity. (upapatli-viruddha), then equally so (is the: opponent’s 
assumption of eternal bliss). The view that body, etc. are 
eternal is ‘utterly illogical’ (framana-viruddha) and therefore 
inconceivable. The same is true of the opponent, i.s. the view 
that-bliss is eternal” is utterly illogical and therefore incon- 
ceivable. ‘ ‘ 

Even though ‘there. exists scriptural texts (that eternal bliss is 
manifested sin’ liberation), there is no contradiction (with our 
view), because by bliss is meant in these~(scriptural texts) the 
absolute non-existeace of mundane suffering. There may bea 
scriptural text that.the liberated self enjoys absolute bliss. But 
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it can be explained that the word bliss in sucha text is used in 
the sense of absolute non-existence of suffering. In-ordinary 
discourse also the word pleasure is frequently found:as used in 
the sense of the absence of suffering. 

There can be no liberation without.a surrender.of the at- 
tachment for eternal bliss, for attachment is characterised as a 
bondage: If one strives after liberation being attracted by the 
desire for etecnal' bliss under the idea that eternal bliss is snani- 
fested in liberation, one can neither attain. liberation -nor 
deserve it, for attachment is characterised as a bondage and:it 
ig not logical that ne is liberated in spite of bondage. « - 

(The opponent may argue that) the attachment fór eternal 
bliss, which is eventually: surrendered, is not detrimental .to. 
liberation. One’s attachment for eternal bliss. is:(eventually) 
surrendered and if surrendered one’s attachment for eternal bliss 
cannot be detrimental to liberation. (Vātsyāyana' answers) 
Even assuming this, one’s attainment of liberation is beyond 
doubt irrespective of the alternative possibilities, namely; the 
liberated enjoys eternal bliss and’ it does not. 

Here cads the section òn the definition ‘of the objects of valid knowledge 

(prameye-laksana-prakarana) 


1V. ON THE PRE-REQUISITES OF NYAYA 


Bhasya : Now, m accordance with- the order (of the frst 
siitra),-the definition of doubt (samsayajiis to be given and there- 
fore, iris said— ` 

Sūtra 23: Doubt fsamtäya) is the ‘contradictory appre- 

hension about the same object’ (vimarsa), which, ‘depends: 

on the remembrance of the ubique characteristic of each’. 

(visesipeksa}. This [doubt] may be due to !)} the tapp- 

“rehension of common characteristics’ (samdnadharma-upa- 

patti), 2) the ‘apprehension of the unique characteristic’ 

(ancka-dharma-upapatti), 3) ‘contradictory assertions about 

the same object”. (vipratipatti), 4) the ‘irregularity of app- 
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rehension’ (upalabdhi-anygvasthi) and 5) the ‘irregularity 
of non-apprehension’ (anupalabdhi-avyavastha). jfi. 1.231) 

Bhasya : [Vatsyayana explains the five forms of doubt mention- 

ed in the sūtra. The first. form of doubt is} the ‘contradictory 

knowledge’ (vimarsa) about the same object due to the appre- 
hension of “common characteristics? (samana- dharma) and which 

‘depends on the remembrance of the special characteristic of 

each (vitesapeksa). Somebody perceives the common characte- 

ristcs of a pillar and a person {in an object), viz. a certajn 
height and breadth; he becomes- desirous of ascertaining the 
distinguishing characteristic ofeach as previously perceived: he 
fails to affirm definitely either of the alternatives and (has'the 
cognition in the form): What is it? - (That is, is it a pillar or 

a-person?) Such an’ indecisive cognition is doubt, ‘Such a 

doubt‘has for jts cause the knowledge in the form : #I apprehend 

the common characteristics of the two (viz. the pillar and 
the. person) but do not apprehend the distinguishing characte- 
ristic of each,’ Therefore, (it is concluded that doubt in its first 
form is) the, contrádictory. knowledge about the same object 
depending on the remembrance of the distinguishing characte. 
ristic of each. . i 

{The second form of doubt is) due to the apprehension of 
the unique characteristics of many (objects). By ‘many’ is here 
meant objects of similar as well asg dissimilar nature. (Doubt 
is due tof the apprehension of the characteristics of such wani- 
fold objects, the unique characteristics being perceived in both 
(types of objects ż¿.e. both similar and dissimilar). (By the unique 
characteristic) the objects are differentiated from others, both 
similar and dissimilar. 

(Vatsyayana. first illustrates what is meant by the unigue 
characteristic differentiating an object from other objects, both 
similar and dissimilar.) The unique characteristic Br arik 
(which isa substance) is smell, which differentiates it fon the 
one hand) from water etc. (ie, other substances or similar 
objects) and {on the other hand) from quality and Eickion (i.e, 
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dissimilar objects). (Vatsyayana now proceeds to illustrate:the 
second form of doubt). -The- unique characteristic of sound is 


‘being caused’ by disjunction’ :(vibhdgajatva : e.g. sound is pro- ' 


duced when-the bamboo jis split into.two patts). One doubis 
whether such a‘sound is a substance or a quality or an action. 
Because the unique-characteristic is perecived in both ways (f.e; 
as differentiating the object from both the similar-and dissim?: 
far ones). (One. thus wavers among the alterriatiyes) :` Is it; 
being a substance,- differentiated from quality aud action ? Or, 
is it, being a quality, (differentiated from- substance and act- 
ion)? Or, is it. being an action (differentiated frora substance 
and quality) ? ‘By the dependance on the remembrance of the 
‘distinguishing .characteristic is meant the‘ cognition (in the 
form) : I cannot ascertain any characteristic to establish defini- 
tely aay of them. (I only perceive the characteristic of being 
produced by disjunction, which isa. unique characteristic of 
sound, ‘But in such a sound -I perceive ‘neither the characte- 
ristic of a substance nor ofa quality norof ám action. Hence 
arises the doubt : is it a substance-or-a‘quality or au action ?) 
Now is explained (the third form of doubt, which is) due to 
‘contradictory statements about che same object’ (oipratipatit). 
The word vipratipatti means contradictory assertions (darsana, 
lit. perception, but here used in the sense of a statement) about 
the same object. By contradictory is meant opposition (viredha), 
ie. the ‘impossibility of coexistence’ (a-sahaibhdva}. (Thus-eg.) 
there isvan assertion = the selfexists. And‘there'is the other - 
the'self does not exist. ~The coexistence of-existence: and - non- 
existence is impossible i the same locus. Nor is: there any 
ground (for the listener of the two theses): proving either of- the 
alternatives. In such a circumstance,'the ‘failure: to ascertain 
the truth takes the form of doubt: `~ i í ' 
(Next-is explained the fourth form of doubt.) (Doubt. may 
be) also due to the irregularity of apprehension, - One appre- 
hends water. in the tank étc., where it actually exists. ‘One algo 
apprehends- water in the mirage where it does not actually exist. 
Therefore, after apprehending an object somewhere and in 
default of any proof determining the existence or non-existence 
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of the abject, one doubts whether the object apprehended is 
actually exjstent or non-existent. f 
{The fifth form of. doubt is explained next.) (Doubt may 
be) also due to the irregularity of non-apprehension. Though 
actually existing (under. the ground), the root, the peg (kilaka) 
and water arc ngt perceived. Again, though actually non-exist.. 
ing, the‘object which has not come irito being or which ig ‘des: 
toyed -is not perceived... Therefore, after non-apprebending 
somewhere; one doubts whether the abject non-apprehended k 
actually existent or non-existent. . 
The dependance on the remembrance of the distinguishing 
characteristics of each ig as before. The common characteris 
tics and the unique characteristic mentioned first belong to the 
objects known, while apprehension and non-apprehension belong 
to the knower. ‘Because of this difference, these {7.4 the fourth 
and the fifth forms of doubt) are mentioned over again. Doubt 
(vimarsa} originates from the perception of the common charac. 
teristics, i.e. from the ascertainment of the common characteris- 
tics and’ presupposes the remembrance of the unique charac- 
teristic (of each), B 
The definitions (of the categories) are uniformly given.accor- 
ding to their serial order (In the first sūtra). 
Sätra 24 : Incentive. (prayojana). is the object ‘pursuing’ 
(adhikrtya) which-one-is led to activity, Ili. 1.24 ff 
Bhayya: By incentive is to be understood an object for the 
attainment or avoidance of which one adopts the means after 
ascertaining it.to be desirable or avoidable. Pursuit (adhikgva) 
ig the ascertainment that “I shall either attain or avoid rhjs. 
object", because.this ascertainment is ‘the cause ofactivity. An 
objéct thus ascertained ‘is pursued’ (adhikriyate). 
Süira 25 : Corroborative instance (drstanta). is an object 
in respect: of which the notions of the. layman (laukika) 
as well as of the expert (pariksakd} are not in conflict. 

A S JLi. 1.25 fy 
Bhasya: Laymen are those .wha. have not surpassed the stani 
dard of ordinary,mén and.who have not. attained sharp intellect 
either, by nature or by studying the scripture. Experts are the 
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contrary. They are capable of examining an object with ‘the 
help of ‘hypothetical argument’! (larka) and the instruments of 
valid knowledge. An object is considered to be a corroborative 
instance when it is viewed by the expert in the same way as It 
is viewed by the layman. By pointing to the defect (viradha) 
in the corroborative instance, the opponents can be silenced. 
By -establishing the, soundness (samadhi) of the corroborative 
instance, one’s own position can be established. Among the 
jnference-components (avayava), it can be used'as the exemplifi- 
cation (ud@harana). 
Here ends the section on the pre-requisites of hype 
© (mūyo-pürnäpga-prakarana) ; 
» 


V. ON THE DEFINITION OF PROVED DOCTRINE 
BASED ON NYAYA 


Bhasya : Next (is discussed) ‘proved doctrine’ (stddhanta). 
The word siddha stands: for objects that are proved as. being 
such and such, and having such and such nature. The esta- 
blishment (samsthiti) of the siddha is siddhénta, Establishment ts 
the determination of the exact character of an object, ze. the 
‘specification of its true nature’ (dharma-niyama) and this— 

Sūtra 26: (This sūtra is interpreted in two ways. First’ 

interpretation) : Proved doctrine {siddhanta) is either ‘esta- 

blishment on the basis of a branch .of learning’ (tantra- 
samsthili) or ‘establishment on the basis of another pro- 
ved thesis’ (adhikarana-somsthiti) or ‘establishment on the 
basis of a tentative assumption (of the-opponent’s thesis)’ 

(abhyupagama-samsthtlt). i : 

(The alternative interpretation :) Proved doctrine is the 

establishment on the basis of the admission of objects 

proved by pramāņa-s. jfi. 1.26 // 
Bhasya : “Establishment on the basis of a branch of learning 
(tentra-samsthiti) means the ‘establishment of an object as admi- 
teed by a branch of learning’ (tantra-artha-samsthiti). Tantra is 
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a discourse on inter-connected themes (artha, lit. objects), ie. a 
‘branch of, learning’ (fastra). ‘Establishment on. the basis of 
another proved thesis’ (adhikarana-samsthiti) is the establishment 
of an object which ‘is consequential to’ (anusakta) ‘another, 
proved thesis’ (adhikarana). ‘Establishment on the basis of a 
tentative assumption (of the opponent’s thesis)’ (abhyupagama- - 
samsthiti) ig the acceptance of an object not critically examined. 
«Proved doctrine on the basis of a tentative assumption (abhyu- 
pagama-samsthiti).is for the purpose of determining the, specific 
nature ofan object: e 

However, because of the ‘difference of the branches of learn- 
ing’ (tantrabhedat)— 

Sittra 27 : Because’of the ‘differences.in the modes of esta- 

blishment’ . (sazasthiti-arthdntara-bhavas), it is four-fold : 

1) ‘establishment -on ‘the basis:of the (unanimity) of atl 

the branches of learning’ (sarva-tantra-samsihitt), 2) ‘esta 

blishment on the basis of one’s own branch of learning’ 

(pralitantra-samsthit:), 3) ‘establishment as the basis of 

another proved thesis’ (adhikarana-samsthitt) and 4) testa- 

blishment on the basis of a tentative assumption (of the 

opponent)’ (abkyupagama-samsthits).. {f{ 1.1.27 |} 
Bhasya: Now, these four modes of establishment are different 
from one another, Of these— 

Süira 28: Proved doctrine on the basis of (the unanimity 

of) all-the branches of learning.is an object ‘not contra- 

dicted ‘by’ (a-viruddha) any of the other branches of lear- 

ning and admitted in one’s own- branch of learning. 

ffi. 28/7 
Bhasya : As for example, 1) the senses like the olfactory etc., 
2) the objects of the senses like:smell ett., 3) the elements like 
earth etc. and 4) the obrainment of valid knowledge of an 
object by the pramdna-s. 

Saira-29 : ‘Proved doctrine on the basis of one’s own 

branch of learning’ is an object which is accepted in 

‘one’s own allied branch of learning’ (samang tantra) but 

not accepted in other.branches of learning’ (para-tanira). 


Ji M29] 
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Bhasya ' For example, (the pratilantra-siddhanta-s) of the Saro- 
khyas ate :-the non-existent néver comes into; being, nor is the 
existent absolutely destroyed; the conscious (selves) are without 
modification; modification occurs’ in Body, senses and mind, in 
the objects and'their" causes (1.6. makat, ahamkaya and the five 
tanmétra-$). (The pratitanira-siddhkanta-s) of the: followers: of Yoga 
(ie: the Nydya Vaisegikas) are : the creation’ of the material 
world is due to karman (i.e. adysfa); evils (dosa) and motivation 
(bravrlti) are the causes of karman; the conscious (selves) are, 
characterised by their respective qualities - (i. knowledge, 
desire, aversion); the non-existent comes»into being and the 
existent is absolutely destroyed. 
Sūira 30: ‘Proved doctrine onthe basis of : another 
proved thesis? (adhikarand-siddkanta) is the object.-which, 
when proved, also proves:certain other objects. // i.! 30 Jj 
Bhasya: When, an object: -being proved; there follows: (the 
proof of) other objects and.the existence of which is not proved’ 
without the latter—the basis on which depends.{the proof of 
these other objects). is the ‘proved doctrine as the:basis, of: ano- 
uber proved thesis’. -For example, the knower (i.s the self) is 
distinct from, the senses, because the same object is perceived 
by the visual as well as the tactual sense (ef. Nyåya-sütra. iil. 
1.1). Here the correlated cheses-are : the multiplicity of ate 
senses; the senses have fixed objects; the probantia for. the ini 
ference of the senses are the perceptions of their. respective 
objects; the senses are aids to knowledge forthe knower’; the 
substratum 
the qualities like sme)! ete. and the conscious (selves) are not 
restricted to fixed objects. These theses. are proved when 
the aforementioned thesis, (viz. that the self is distinct frorn 
the. senses) 'is proved. Without these, again, that cannot be 
established. 
Sūtra 31 : ‘Proved doctrine on thé-basis of a: tentative 
assumption. -(of the opponent’s thesis)’ (abkyupagama- 
siddhavita) is the object which: is accepted. without proof 
for the purpose of exarnining-its specific character: ' 


ab.3l ff 


of quality~is gubseance which is itself different from 
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Bhasya © When an object is -accepted without examination 
(for the purpose of determining its specific character, it is called 
abhyupagama-stddhanta). Ej:g., one- may~say: -let sound be 
admitted to be a substance; but is it eternal or non-cternal ? 
Thus,-admitting it to be a substance; its specific character, 
namely, its: eternality or non-cternality, is examined. This 


- abhyupagama-siddhanta is employed for demonstrating the ex- 


cellence of one’s own intellect and for the condemnation. of 
other’s intellect. 


Herc ends che section on the definition of proved doctrine’ based ‘on ‘nyaya 
-= =f 


{nyāyāśroya`siddhānta-lek sana-prakarana) 


‘ : Vi. ON NYAYA 


Bhäşya : Now are discussed the inference-components— 

Sūtra 32: The infcrence-components (avayava) are: ‘the 

preliminary statement of the thesis’ (pratijfid), the pro- 

bans (hetu), the exemplification (uddharana), the applica- 

tion. (ufanapa) and the conclusion, (nigamana). f} i.1.32 J] 
Bhajya’s ‘Some other Naiydyikas’ (eke -naiydyikah) claim that 
the nyaya consists of ten components. (The additional five com- 
ponents are) enquiry'(‘jij#asa), doubt (samsaya), ‘apprehension 
of- the potency of the: pramdna:s to reveal the nature of the 
prameya- (Sakyarprapti), incentive (prayajana) and ‘dispelling of 
doubt’ (samsaya-nyudésa). (Now the question is:.) Why, then, 
these are not mentioned ? , 

Enquiry is that which:provokes the desire for definite know- 
ledge of an object ‘vaguely known’ (apratiyamāna). Why does one 
enquire about an object vaguely known ?, Because; (one thinks) 
after aecertalning’the true nature of the objecc, I-shall either 
avoid or accept or be indifferent to it. Thus, the result of-ascer- 
taining ‘the tue nature. of the object is either the-‘knowledge 
which produces-aversion’ (hdna-buddhi) or ‘knowledge which pro- 
duces attraction! (upddina-buddhi) or ‘knowledge which. produces 
indifference’ (upeksd-buddht). Onc is led to inquire for the sake 


room 
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| 
of such a knowledge. However, such an enquiry does not 
prove the existence of any object (and as such, is redundant as 
an inference-component). 
Doubt (samiaya), the basis of enquiry, is contiguous.to right 
knowledge, because it isthe perception of two contradictory 


characteristics. 


Gautama), it (doubt) does not prove any object. (and as such 
is redundant as an inference-component). 

Apprehension of potency is (the determination) for the 
knower that the pramana-s are.capable af revealing the prameya-s. 
It is not related as a component to the ‘propositions proving a 
thesis’ (stdhaka-vakya—inference-component), as are the ‘preli- 
minary statement of the thesis’ (pratij#d) etc. 

Incentive (for the application of:nydya) is-the determination 
of truth (latfoa). It is the result arrived at by the propositions 
proving a thesis and nota component part (of this group of 
propositions). ; 

Dispelling of doubt is the demonstration of" the defect in 
the oppongnt’s thesis, It serves the purpose of arriving at the 
knowledge of truth by negating it (t-e. the apponent’s view). 
But it is mot a component part of the | group of propositions 
proving 2 thesis. 

In a debate, enquiry etc. are useful in so far as they help in 
proving the thesis ‘under consideration. However, as having 
(direct) efficacy in proving:a thesis, (only) pratijnā ete. become 
the divisions or parts of components of the,group of proposi- 
tious proving a thesis. 

Bhasya : Of the five inferenge-components 
previous salra— 

Sūtra 33 .:Pretiminary statement of ithe thesis’ (pratijnd), 

is the ‘specific mention of the probandum’ :(sadhpa- 

nirdesa). ffi.0.33 ff — j 
Bhagya + Pratiyazis the specific mention of the probandum, 
i.e. the proposition stating a specified’ subject as. qualified -by 
the characteristic sought to be proved (of it), cig: sound is non- 


‘as divided jn the 


‘eternal; 


Of these two contradictory characteristics, 
one is proved to be’correct. Though separately mentioned (by - 
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Sūtra 34: The probans (hetu) is the proposition stating 
the ‘cause of the establishment of the probandum’ 
(sadhya-sddhana) through the resemblance [of the subject’ 
or pakga] with the ‘instance cited” (udéharana). j] 1.1.34 Jj 
Bhisya : The probans is the proposition Soave sys the proof 
for (the establishment of) thé probandum (in the subject) 
through the resemblance (of the subject or paksa) with the ins- 
tance cited. (In other words,) the probans is the specification 
of a characteristic as proving the probandum—~a characteristic 
which is perceived in the subject in the same way in which ‘it is 
perceived inthe instance cited. For example, -because it is 
something produced’ (in the inference : sound is non- eternal), 
It is found (in the instance of pot etc.) that whatever is 
produced is non-eternal. 7 
‘Is this alone the definition of a probans ? The answer is in 
the negative. What then ? 
Silva 35 : Similarly, (the probans is the proposition 
stating the cause of the establishment of the probandum) 
through the dissimilarity (vaidharmya) (of thé subject or 
paksa with the instance cited). // 1.1.35 // 
Bhasya : (The second kind of) probans is the proposition 
conveying the proof forthe establishment of the probandum 
(in the subject) through the dissimilarity (of the subject) with 
the instance cited. How? Sound is non-eternal, aca ute it ig 
something produced. Whatever is not produced is eternal 
e.g., substances like the self etc. ‘ 
Salva 36 : Exemplification (udéharapa, is a proposition 
stating an instance (drstanta) which being ‘similar to the 
subject’ (sadhya-sadharmya) ‘possesses its characteristic? 
(tat-dharma-bhavin). }] 1.1.36 }/ 
Bhasya : Similarity with the subject means possessing the 
same characteristic (as possessed by the subject). An object 
prame: an instance by virtue’of possessing the Ria ees 
of it (ie. of the subject), because of its similarity with the 
subject. The expression fatdharma (of the sitra) Means -the 
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‘characteristic of it? and ‘of it’ means ‘of the sadhya’. Sddhya, 
again, is of two kinds: 1) a characteristic as belonging toa 
subject (dharmin), e.g. non-eternality as belonging to sound and 
2) a subject as. qualified’ by a characteristic, ¢.g., sound is non- 
eternal {i.e sound as characterised by non-eternality), Here, by 
mentioning the word tat (tat =sddhya in the expression tal-dharma- 
bhévin), the second (kind of sddhya) is meant. Why? Because 
of the separate mention of the word dharma (characteristic). 
(The word tat. means the sadhkpa. Séddhya may mean either a 
characteristic or a subject. In the present context, ta? or sédhya 
means only the latter, because in the expression tal-dharma-bhdvin, 
the word dharma or.characteristic is mentioned over again.) Tat- 
dharma-bh@va means the presence of the characteristic of the 
subject. The instance in which there is the presence of this cha-’ 
racteristic is an instance which being similar to the subject 
possesses its characteristic. And this is known as the exempli- 
fication, It is observed that the objects like the. cooking pot etc., 
which have the characteristic of being produced, are non- 
eternal. s 
Now, whatever is produced is said to have the characteristic 
of being produced. Again, it (22, the object with the charac- 
teristic of being produced) does not come into being as already 
existing (2.2. “being produced’ means ‘being previously non- 
existing’). It discards its intrinsic nature (at the time of its 
destruction).and is completely destroyed. “Thus it (i.e. whatever 
has the characteristic of being produced) is non-eternal, In this 
way, the characteristic of being produced is the probans and 
‘non-eternality is the probandum. This ‘probans-prohandum 
relation’ (sadhya-sédhana-bhiva) between two characteristics is 
found to exist somewhere (e. in some object), because of simi- 
larity (12. the similarity between the instance cited and the 
subject of inference). Perceiving’ this probans-probandum rela- 
tion-in an instance, one inférs it also-in the case of sound : 
sound also is non-eternal, because it has ‘the ‘characteristic of 
being produced, e.g the cooking pot ctc, It is called exempli- 
fication (uda@harana), because by this is exemplified (uddhriyale) 
the probans. probandum relation. 
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Sittra 37 : (Exemplification is also a Proposition stating 
an instance which) ‘being opposite in character to that’ 
(tal-oiparyapal) (ie. being dissimilar to the subject or 
sddhya-dharmin) is “opposite. in nature’ (viparitay (ive. does 
not possess the characteristic of the subject.) ffi. 1.37 // 
Bhäsza : The expression ‘exemplification js an instance’ (of 
the pigvious siira) is to be read along with the expressions 
of the present sitra, Exemplification is also a Proposition stat- 
ing an instance which ‘being dissimilar’ to the subject? (sadhya- 
vaidhormyat) ‘does not possess the characteristic’ (tit emd 
bhavin) of the subject. Sound is non-eternal, because it has rhe 
characteristic of being produced ; whatever ‘is not-produced is 
eternal, eg. the self erc. Now the instance hke that of the self, 
iS dissimilar to the subject, because it has the characteristic of 
being not produced; and hence it does not possess the charac- 
teristic of the’ subject. In other words, the chatacteristic of 
Being non eternal, which exists in the subject, is ‘not present in 
Mt (ie. in the instance), Finding in the instance jike that of the 
self, that being not-produced it cannot be eternal, one infers 
the contrary in sound. Having the characteristic of bein 
produced. sound is non-eternal. S 
For a probans based on similarity, the exemplification is a 
proposition stating an instance which, being similar to the sub- 
ject, possesses its characteristic. For a probans based on dis- 
similarity, thè exemplification is a Proposition stating an. instan- 
ce which, being dissimilar to the subject, does not possess the 
characteristic of the subject. One, finding the two characteris- 
tics as having probans-probandum relation in the instance 
mentioned ‘first, also infers their. probans-probandum relation 
in the subject. One, finding that of the two characteristics rhe 
absence of one is accompanied by the absence of the other in 
the instance mentioned second, infers in the subject the existen- 
ce of one from the existence of the other. Now the pseudo- 
probans is not a probans at all, because this [probans-probandum 
relation indicated by the instance cited) does not exist-in th 
case of the pseudo-probans. . 
This potentiality of the probans and the exemplification, 
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being extremely subtle and understood only with great difficul- 
ty, can be realised only by the accomplished. 
Sūtra 38 : Application (upanaya) is the proposition which 
characterises the subject as ‘this is similar’ (takz) [to the 
instance cited] or as ‘this is not similar’ (na tathd) [to the 
instance cited] ‘according to the namre of the instance 
cited’ (udaharanapeksa). ji. 1.38}) y 
Bhäsşya : The expression udaharanapeksa means ‘being determin- 
ed by the instance cited’ or ‘being dependant on the nature of 
the instance cited’ (udākarana vaša). The expression ‘being 
dependant on’ (vasa) means potency. In the instance having 
similarity with the subject, it is found that the objects like the 
cooking pot, which have the characteristic of being produced, 
are non-etecnal. (This leads to) the assertion of the characte- 
ristic.of being produced regarding the subject (of the inference, 
viz.) sound : like the cooking pot sound has the characteristic 
of being produced. Again, in the instance having dis-similarity 
with the subject, it is found that the objects like the self, which 
have the characteristic of being not-produced, are eternal, 
(This leads to) the assertion of the characterisation of sound as 
being something produced, through the assertion which negates 
the characteristic of being not-produced in respect of sound : 
unlike the self, sound does not have the characteristic of being 
not-produced. These two forms of assertion result from the 
twa forms of instance cited. This is called assertion (upasam- 
hära) because by this is asserted (the subject as characterised by 
the probans having an invariable relation with the probandum), 
In spite of the probans being of two forms, the exeriplifica- 
tion being of two forms and, consequently, the application being 
of two forms, that which remains the same is— 
„Siira 39 : The conclusion (nigamana) which is the restate- 
ment (punch vacana) of the ‘preliminary statement of the’ 
thesis’ (pratijna)along with the ‘statement of the probans” 
(netu-apadesa). fji. 1-394 
Bhajya : After the statement of the probans bascd on similarity 
or dissimilarity in accordance with the nature of the instance 
cited, it is finally concluded : therefore, sound is non-eteraal, 
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because it has the characteristic of being produced, Itis called 
nigamana, because by it the four propositions, viz. pratijnd, helu, 
uddharana and upanaya are made to ‘converge into’ (nigamyanie) 
asingle coherent meaning. By ‘convergence into’ is meant 
‘becoming efficacious’ ~ (samarthyante), 1.2. ‘being interrelated’ 
(sambadhyante). ` 

When the probans is based on similarity, the inference 
(oakya, i.e. nydya-vakya) is the group of the five propositions, viz. 

1) The preliminary statement of the thesis is : sound is 
non-eternal. 

2} The probans is: because of having the characteristic of 
being produced. 

-3) The exemplification is: objects like the cooking pot 
having the characteristic of being produced are nor-eternal, 

4) The application is : similarly, sound also has the cha- 
racteristic of being produced. 

5) The conclusion is ; therefore, sound is non-eternal, 
because it has the characteristic of being produced. 

When, again, the probans is based on dissimilarity : 

1) Sound is non-eternal. 

2) Because of having the characteristic of being produced. 

3). Objects like the self, not having the characteristic of 
‘being produced, are found to be ¢ternal. 

. 4) But sound does not have the characteristic of being not- 
produced. 

5) ‘Therefore, sound is non-eternal, because it has the 
characteristic of being produced. . 

The instruments of valid knowledge [underlying the infe- 
rencc-components], which converge in such an inference consis- 
ting of the group of these components, establish the thesis, 
being related with one another. This convergence is [as 
follows]. 

The preliminary statement of the thesis is based on verbal 
testimony. Because the ‘communication of a trustworthy 
person’ (Zpta-upadesa) is ‘established more firmly’ (pratisandhana) 
and because the trustworthiness of persons other than the seers 
[regarding super-ermpirical subjects or alaukika-vigaya] is not 
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accepted. The probans is inference, because by perceiving 
(the invariable relation between the probans and the proban- 
dum).in the instance cited true knowledge (of the probans) 
is arrived at. This is explained in the commentary: on exem- 
plification (2.¢. on Nydya-sittra i.-1.36-7), Exemplification is 
based on perception, because what is not perceived is proved 
by: the perceived. Application is comparison (upamdna), because 
the assertion is in the form : ‘this is similar’ (tatha iti). ` Further, 
because even in the case of the assertion‘having the form ‘this 
is not similar’ (na tathā iti), the presence of an opposite charac- 
teristic (in the subject) is verbally ascertained by, negating the 
characteristic of the similar. The demonstration of the capa- 
bility of al] these (instruments of valid knowledge) to combine 
for the sake of establishing the central thesis is conclusion. 
Their (i.e. of the inference-components) interdependence is as 
follows. Without the perliminary statement:of -the thesis, -the 
probans etc. become irrelevant and as such would have been 
useless. Without the probans i) what is there to be taken as 
the ground (fer establishing the thesis), 1i) what is to be ascer- 
tained in the instance cited as well as the subject and jiii) what 
is to be taken as that by stating which the preliminary 
statement of the thesis can be re-stated inthe form of the 
conclusion ? Wirhouc the exemplification, i) the similarity or 
dissimilarity with what could be taken as the ground for 
establishing the probandum and ji) the similarity with what 
could make application possible ? Without the application, the 
characteristic mentioned as the ground, being not definitely 
ascertained as existing in the subject, cannot establish the 
probandum. Without.the conclusion, what can lead to the 
knowledge of the convergence for the sake of a single thesis 
of pralijfa etc., for otherwise their inter-relation would have 
remained unknown. 

Next (is mentioned) the special purpose of (employing) each 
of the inference-components. The purpose of pratijnā is to state 


. the subject as having the characteristic sought to be proved of 


it. The purpose of helu is.to state how an object; by virtne of 
jts similarity or dissimilarity with the instance cited, proves 
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the characteristic sought to be proved. The purpose of udaharane 
is to state the probans-probaudum relation between two cha- 
racteristics in the same locus. The purpose of upanaya is to 
indicate the coexistence (in the subject) of the two characteris- 
tics, which are the probans and the probandum. The purpose 
of nigamana is 10 exclude the contrary possibility of the absence 
of the probandum (i.e. the characteristic sought ‘to be proved) 
in the subject, after the probans-probandum relation between 
two characteristics perceived in an instance is ascertained. 
When helu and uddharana are thus correctly stated, the possi- 
bility of a multiplicity of jait and nigrahasthana, resulting from a 
diversity of defects indicated on the basis of similarity and dis- 
similarity, is excluded. Because one resorting to jai points to 
defects ignoring the probans-probandum relation between two 
characteristics perceived in an instance, When the probans-pro- 
bandum relation between two characteristics is properly estab- 
ished and when it is perceived in the instance- cited, the 
characteristic actually proving the probandum, rather than mere 
similarity or dissimilarity, wilt be taken as the probans. 


Here ends the section on nyäya ` ~- 
(nyGya-prakerana ) 


VIL ON THE DEFINITION OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF NYAYA 


Bhdsya : Next should be stated the definition of tarka, Hence 
is said the following : - i 
Sutra 40 ; Hypothetical argument? (tarka) is a form of 
deliberation (äha) for determining the specific nature of 
‘an object whose real nature is yet to be known’ (a-vi- 
jiidta-taltve avthe) by pointing out the real grounds (for it). 
ff i140 ]] 
Bhasya « Regarding an object the specific nature of which is not 
yet known, there arises an enquiry in the form : “I should like 
to. know it (i.e. its specific nature).’* In respect of the object 
thus enquired, one separately considers (the possibility of) two 
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contradictory characteristics {as belonging to it) : ‘Is this its 
specific nature ?” or “Is: its specific nature not this?” The 
enquirer uitimately ascertains one of the two characteristics thus 
doubted by way of providing proof (in its favour), ie. because 
there is ground or proof or justification in favour of this alter- 
native. As there is definite proof in favour of this alternative, 
the object must he of such nature and not otherwise. Here is 
an example. 

The enquiry takes the form: ‘I should like to know the 
exact nature of the knower that cognises the various objects 
known”. The doubt takes the form : “Is this (knower) of the 
nature of something produced or of samething not produced ?” 
One then asserts the specific characteristic in favour of which 
one finds definite ground in respect of the object (the specific 
nature of which is) doubted and the specific nature of which is 
unknown. (The assertion takes the following form :) Only 
when the knower is of the nature of something not produced 
(1.e.is eternal), it can enjoy the-fruits of its own actions (i.¢. can 
enjoy the pleasure or pain resulting from the-action of its previ- 
ous births). (Further), of suffering, birth, activity, evil and false 
knowledge—each of the succeeding one causes the preceding 
one and on the removal of each succeeding one is removed the 
immediately preceding one, thus ultimately resulting in libera- 
tion. In this way, there can be worldly existence and liberation 
(only on the assumption that the knower is of the nature of 
something not produced). On the assumption that the knower 
ig of the nature of something produced, there can be (no expla- 
nation of) worldly existence and liberation. (Ifthe knower is 
viewed as something produced, it will have to be considered as) 
being conjoined with body, senses, mind and awareness (only) 
at the moment it is produced and hence this (connection with 
body etc.) will not be the result ofits own previous action. 
When something is produced, it is produced not as something 
previously existing and hence there can be no enjoynient of the 
fruits of the knowet’s own actions which are non. existing or 
completely destroycd. On the same. ground, the same knower 
cannot have connections with various bodies (in its different 
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births) nor can it have absolute cessation of connection with 
body (during: liberation). The alternative, for which no ade- 
quate ground is. ascertained, is not asserted. Deliberation of 
this nature is known as tarka: 

Why is it (farka).considered an accessary to (the attainmenr 
of) right knowledge and not right knowledge as such ? Because 
it does not (by itself) establish, (one of the alternatives} defini- 
tely. It simply asserts one of -the characteristics. by pointing to 
the real grounds, but does not (by itself) ascertain or establish 
or demonstrate in the form : “the object must) be of such 
nature,” 

How, then, can it bean accessary to true knowledge ? It 
can be an.accessary to true knowledge because such a delibera- 
tion, by: asserting the grounds in favour of truc knowledge (ie: 
in fayour of the correct alternative), strengthens the efficacy of 
the instrument of valid knowledge (and from-this' enhanced 
efficacy) results right knowledge. 

Tarka. which thus is an accegsary to the jnstruments of valid 
knowledge, is mentioned in the siiva defi ng. vada (Nydya-siitra 
1.1.42) conjointly with pramdna, ‘because it lends support to 

pramana. . 

In the expression ‘an object whose real miede yet:to be 
known’ (avijfdta-tatioe arthe), ‘real nature” (tatioa) “means the 
identity of the object.as it is rather than its. contrary, ie, its 
absolute sameness— . 

Inthe context of such tarka— 

Sūtra #1]: “Final ascertainment? {nirnaya) is the deter- 

mination (avadhdrana) of (the right nature of) an object 

(artha) ‘after having an initial doubt’ (vimriya) (about it). 

through (the establishment) of the thesis (baksa) and (the 

refutation of) the anti-thesis (pratipakya}. Ral. fp 
Bhasya : Sddhana means ‘establishing ( one’s own thesis} 
(sthāpanā), and updlambha means “*refucing (the opponent’s 
thesis)’ (prattsedha). These—sddhana‘and upälambha—are referred 
to by (the words; thesis ( pakşa) and anti-thesis ( pratipaksa) (in 
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the siiya), because these two depend on and’are related to the 
thesis and'the anti-thesis, and are employed for ultimately esta- 
blishing one of the alternatives (i.e. the thesis). One of these two 
must ultimately be rejected and the other established. Thus, 
final ascertainment is the determination of the contention of 
that which is-established_, 

(Objection) This’ determination of the right nature of an 
object is not possible through thesis and anti-thesis. (Of the 
two contestants ina debate) the first establishes his “intended 
thests by showing the grounds for it and refutes the objections 
raised by the other against it. The other (contestant) refutes 
the grounds offered (by the-first}.for establishing the position 
of the first and recovers the objections (raised against the posi- 
tion of the first) by refuting the replies (offered by the first 
against these objections). This process (of argumebtation-even- 
tually. Jeads to a stage where the grounds and objections raised 
by one of the contestants) come to an end. After {the grounds 
and objections of) onè come to an- end, those (grounds and 
objections) which remain (unrefuted) lead to the determination 
of the right mature of an object, which is the final ascertain- 
‘ment. (Thus the main pointof the objection is that final 
ascertainment is not due to both thesis and anti-thesis : it is 
due only to the grounds.etc. offered:by,one of the contestants, 
i.e. by one who'becomes finally victorious). 

(Answer : This is not so. .As Gautama) says,. determination 
of the right nature of an object is due to both. On what 
ground? The legitimacy of one (i.e. of the grounds offered. by 
the contestant who becomes.finally victorious). and the - illegiti- 
macy of the other (i.e. of the objections raised against these by 
the other .contestant)—chese legitimacy and’ illegitimacy con- 
jointly dispel the doubt. ` But the doubt is not dispelled in the 
case-of the legitimacy of both or of the illegitimacy, of both. 

The word vimyiya (inthe sūtra) means ‘after having an initial 
doubt’. This .douwbt is mentioned here because, by clearly 
posing the thesis and the anti-thests, it (i.e. doubt) necessitates 
the application of aydya. But -by this (doubt) is to be understood 
the knowledge of two contradictory characteristics- about the 
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same object. Where, however, two opposite characteristics 
can be logically attributed to the ‘subject taken in its general 
aspect” (dharmt-sémanya), it will- be a case of juxtaposition (samu- 
ccaya), because the subject js logically found to be of such 
nature, d 
Thus, e.g..in the definition (of a substance given by Kanada 
in Vatfesika-sitra i. 1.15,),,namely, substance is the substratum 
of action—that-substance which can be proved as having rela- 
tion to actionis the substratum of action (e.g. the body which 
moves), while that which cannot be praved to be so is, not the 
substratum of action (e.g.-the self which doesnot move), . (Here 
the form of juxtaposition is the khowledge : “substance ii 
general both is and`is:not a substratum of action”), l 
(The knowledge of} two opposite characteristics in the 
same subject not ‘simultaneously subsisting is ‘temporal con- 
traricty’ -(kāla-vikalpa). The same substance js the substratum 
of action so long as'thereis actual movement in it, while so 
long a8 movement. is not produced in it or the- movement 
(previously produced in it) has ceased to be, it is not. the 
substratum of movement, — 
There is no general rule that in all cases of -final abate 
ment there will be the determination of the right nature.of an 
object through thesis and anti-thesis: afier having an initia) 
doubt. (That is, doubt is Dotan essential pre-condition: for 
final ascertainment). Thus, in perception resulting from sense- ` 
object contact, final agcertainment is (merely, i.e, without any 
initial doubt) the determination of the sight nature of an 
object. Only in the case of a debate (Partks@), fina) ascertain- 
ment is the determination of the right naure of an object 
through thesis and anti-thesis after having an initia) doubt. 
Final ascertainment through väda (see the next Silva). and ‘tex- 


_ tual study’ ({astra) is without any initial doubt. 


Here ends the section on the definition of the consequences of nyëya 
`  (nplya-uttoranga-lok sana-prakorana) 


The first Arika of the first chapter ends. 


Adhyaya 1. f pet 3 `. > Ahnika 2 


I. ON DEBATE - 


ny 


Bhasya : Debate (kathd) is of three forms : ‘discussion for the 


final ascertainment? (vada), ‘debating maneuver’ (jalpa) and 


‘destructive criticism (vitanda). Of these— be te 
Sūtra 1: Vada is (the form of debate in which the two 
-contestants) ‘uphold the thesis and the anti-thesis’ (paksa- 
pratipaksa parigraha) by substantiation: (sadhana) and refu- 
tation (upalambha) with the help of pramdna-s and ‘farka, 

‘without being contradicted by proved doctrine’ (s:ddha- 

nta-aviruddha) and ‘employing the five inference-compo- 

nents’ (poca-avayava-upapanna) f} i. 2.1 |} 

Bhisya : Two contradictory characteristics attributed to the 
same subject (by the two contestants), because of their mutual 
exclusion, constitute the thesis (paksa) and the-anti-thesis (praii- 
paksa), e.g. (one claims that) the self exists, (while the other 
contends that) the self does not exist. (Thus, the thesis is the 
attribution of existence to self, while the anti-thesis is the attri- 
bution of non-existence to self.) 

Two contradictory characteristics attributed to different 
subjects do nat constitute thesis and anti-thesis, e.g. “the ‘self 
is eternal” and “knowledge is non-cternai”. 

Upholding (parigraha) means regulation (vyavasthad) regard- 
ing adherence {to a thesis). = RE 

Vada is the upholding of such thesis -and' anti-thesis. ‘It is 
qualified (in the ‘siiva) by the adjective pramana-tarka-sadkana- 
vpälambha. which is to be understood as ‘substantiation with the 
help of pramépa:s and: tarka’ (pramdna tarka-sddhana) as well as 
‘refutation with the help of pramana-s and larka’ (pramdna-tarra- 
upalambha). (In other words), in the case of vada, both substantia- 
tion and refutation .are .done with. the help of pramana-s and 
tarka. Sadhana means substantiating (one’s own thesis) and 
upalambha means refuting [the opponent’s thesis]. These, sā- 
dhana and upélambha, are ‘related to’ (zpatisakta) both the contes- 
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tants [i.e. both offer'their sadhana and upalambha] and are adhe- 
red to (anubaddha), i.e, [are offered] so long as [the claim] of one 
is finally silenced and that of the other finally remains. That 
which is silenced is refuted and that which remains is: establi- 
shed. ; 

The application of tthe point of-defeat’ (nigrahasthdna), [being 
mentioned] in the case of jalpa, [it follaws that] it is not to be 
applied in the case of vada. Though [in the case of vada, the 
application of mgrahasthéna is] forbidden, the expression ‘with- 
out being contradicted. by proved doctrine’ (siddhanta-aviruddha) 
is used fin the sūtra) to indicate [the legitimacy of] the: applica- 
tion of a few forms fof nigrahasthdna even in thé-case of vada}, 
In the case of vada, the legitimacy of the point of defeat (nigra- 
hasthdéna) in the form of pseudo-probans (hetvdbhdsa) is admitted 
because [Gautama says]. “[The pseudo-probans called} viruddha 
means [a probans which] is in contradiction with it, i.e. one’s 
own accepted thesis” (Nydya-sitra i. 2.6). (The word viruddha 
in the expression siddhanta-aviruddha of the siilra,is taken by 
Vatsyayana to mean pseudo-probans. Hence he argues that 
though, generally speaking, the use of nigrahasthana is forbidden 
in the case of vdda, the use of pseudo-probans is nat so, in spite 
of pseudo-probans being nigrakasthana)}. ` 

‘The expression ‘employing the five inference-components’ 
(pafica-avayava-upapanna) (in the sūtra) is used to indicate the 
legitimacy of (the application of nigrahasthana) in the forms of 
‘the deficient’ (nyna), which consists in the omission.,of any 
of the five inference-components (Vydpa-satra v. 2.12) and ‘the 
redundant’ (adhtka), which consists in the mention of more than 
one probans 'andmore than’one instance (Npdyd.sitra v: 2.13). 

Though the pramanas and tarka are already included in the 
inference-components, pramdna and-ijarka are: alsd separately 
mentioned: (in the sitra) to indicate the relation of substantia- 
tion (sadhana) and refutation (upalambha) with both the còntes- 
tants.. Otherwise, if (in a debate) both the contestants-are 
motivated by the arguments for siibstantiation alone, (even such 
cases) would be called vada. (That is, it will not be a case -of 
yada''so long -as-both the contestants-try merely, to.substantiate 
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their own theses without:also refuting cach other.) -The use of 
the words pramdna and. tarka further implies that.in a véda 
substantiation and réfutation may alternatively be. effected 
with: the help of those alone.(i.e. only -premana. and tarko) 
without employing the inference-components, because it is 
found that the promana-s can provea thesis without being 
counected with any inference-component. (Lastly), pramdna 
and tarka are separately ‘mentioned ‘to indicate that, since 
it-has been said that jalpa‘is a debate in which. substantiation 
and refutation are made-with the help of.ehala, jai and nigra- 
hasthana, it is not to be understood that jalpa is without, those 
forms of nigrahasthdna (which are legitimately employed in. a 
vada). In other words, it should not be understood that.in jalpa 
substantiation and-‘réfutation are effected exclusively through 
chala, jati and nigrahasihdna, while inivāda substantiation and 
refutation are-effected through the pramdna-s and tarka. | 
Sūtra 2: Jalpa is (a form of debate) ‘characterised by all 
the features as previously said’ (yathokta-upupanna) {i.e.-by 
all the features mentioned in the previous satra defining 
vada) ‘where substantiation and refutation are effected 
through chala, jūti and ( all the forms of ). nigsahasthdna’ 
{chala jah- nigrahasthana- iad aa wi and-abo- 
ve). ffi. 2 2) 
Bhasya « By the expression yathokla- isapanke ig to be understood 
(the following) : 1) ‘where substantiation. and refutatien.are 
effected through pramana-s.and tarka’; 2) ‘not being contradict- 
ed: by proved doctrine’, 3) ‘employing the. five inference-cor- 
ponents’ and 4) ‘upholding of thesis and anti-thesis’.- The 
expression chala.jalt-nigrahasthana-sddhana-updlambha means that 
init (i.e. in jalpa) substantiation and refutation are effected thr- 
ough chala, jāt and (alt thë forms of ) pigrahasthdna (over and 


‘above). (A debate) characterised by-all these features-is jalpa. 


(Objection ) Substantiation ofa thesis, by. chala, jati and 
nigrahasthana is not possible. These are: found to be ‘merely des- 
tractive in nature’ (pratisedharthata) (in: the, sitra-s) giving their 
general as well as specific ‘definitions... hus, e.g., (as in the 
case of the definitions) ‘chala is.the rebuttal of the words (or 
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arguments): of the opponent by way of inventing a meaning 
contradictory to che meaning intended” (Nydya-sitra i. 9.10); 
‘yah is a futile rejoinder based on superficial similarity and 
dis-similarity”’.. (Mydya-siira i. 2.18);-:*tnigrahasthana means (the 
demonstration) of contradictory kriowledge or ignorance (of any 
of the contestants)’ (Wydya-sitra ìi» 2.19). And ‘inthe cases of 
specific definitions as well (is found their same essential destru? 
ctive character). ‘Nor: can it be. argued ‘that thesé substantiate 
one's own thesis because of. their destructive nature (ie. because 
these destroy the ' arguments of the opponent), for this could 


‘have been conveyed simply by saying that jalpa (is a form.of 


debate) where refutation (updlambha)is effected through chala, 
jal and nigrahasthdna:-:(In -othér: words, in that case the word 
sadhana or substantiation -would have been superfluous in.the 
sülraj. 

. (Answer ) Chala, jãti and nigrahasthāna act as the auxiliaries 
in the cases.of subétantiation- and refutation effected with the 
help of the prama@na-s, because these defend one's own position 
(by negating the counter-argumients of the opponent); by them- 
selves, however, these have no efficacy in substantiating (any 
thesis). (In other words, when a thesis is substantiated with 
the help of pramdna-s, these shala, jati and nigrahdsthana have the 
function of auxiliaries’ as these defend one’s own thesis—when 
employed, these defend one’s own position by demolishing that 
of the opponent. As is said (by Gautama), “Jalpa and vitanda 
are (employed) for. the purpose of defending the knowledge 
well-ascertained, just as the fence of thorny branches is for the 
protection.of che sprout? (Nydpa-siira iv. 2.50). Further, when 
there is the refutation of the opponent- with the help of the 
pramana-s, these chala: etc. -being employed have the function 
of auxiliaries, because these demolish the refutation (advanced 
by the opponent).: 

In jalpa, these chala etc. are employed in the capacity of 
auxiliaries and these have no independent efficacy (in substan- 
tiating a- thesis). In. case of refutation, however, they have 
independent efficacy. 

Sūtra 3: This (i.e-yalpa, mentioned, in the previous sétra) 
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becomes vitandé when the ‘opponent has no care for esta- 
blishing any thesis of hisown’” (pratipaksa-sthapana-hina). 

fy Hi. 2.31) 
Bhésya : This jalpa becomes bvitandé. But being characterised 


- by what? Being without.any care for establishing.a counter 


thesis by the opponent. One who employs vitangā does not 
bother to establish either ofthe two contradictory characteris- 
tics called thesis-and anti-thesis,, which are alleged (by the con- 
testants) to characterise the same abject... (Instead of this, one 
émploying vitagda) proceeds ‘simply by refuting the position of 
the other. (Objection } But, then, why not define vilanda as 
that (ie. jalpa) which ts «without any anti-thesis’ (pratipeksa- 
hina)? (Auswer.:.This cannot be so defined, because) the pro- 
positions put forward for the refutation of the other’s position 
constitute the anti-thesis of the person employing vilanda. But 
he does not substantiate’ any thesis after declaring it to be his 
own position. Therefore, the wording of the sūtra should - be 
left as it is. 


z i Here ends the section on debare 
(katha-jrekarana) 


JI, ON THE DEFINITION OF PSEUDO-FROBANS 


Bhisya : Those:which-are not real probantia because of nat 
possessing the -real characteristics of a probans, but::which 
appear as probantia because of their similarity with the pro- 
bans, are— 

Sitra 4 : The pscudo-probantia (hetoabhdsa), namely ‘the. 

irregular’ (saopabhicard), ‘the contradictory’ (viruddha), 

‘the counter-acted’ (prakaranasama), ‘the unproved!! (sddh- 

yasama) and ‘the mistimed? (kalatite). "H i: 2.4 ff % >" 
Bhasya : Of these— 

Sitra 5 : [The ‘pseudo-probans called} ‘the irregular’ 

(savyabhicara) (is a mark) which is ‘not {exclusively} con=: 

comitant with any one [i.2. not exclusively concomitant 
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with the presence of the probandum)’ (anaikāntika). 

s |i. 25 If 
Bhasya : Vyabhicãra means ‘not being restricted to one’ (ekatra 
aoyavasihiti). Sa-vyabhicdra means ‘being characterised by such 
vyabhicava’. Example : “Sound is eternal, as it does not possess 
the quality of touch. The jar, which has the quality of touch, 
ïs found to be non-eternal. But sound is not similarly charac- 
terised by touch. Therefore, sound, because of not having the 
quality of touch, is eternal.” In the instance (of the jar) cited 
for this inference, the two characteristics, viz. ‘having the qua- 
lity of touch’ and -being non-eternal' cannot be accepted as 
having probans:probandum relation, because the atom, in spite 
of having the quality of touch, is eternal. Eben in the instances 
of tke self etc, the mark ‘not having the quality of toych’— 
which is taken as the probans according to the sitra : “The pro- 
bans is the cause of the establishment of the probandum through 
the resemblance of the subject or paksa with the instance cited” 
(Nydpa-sitra i. |.34)—is irregularly connected with eternality, 
[because] knowledge, in spite of not having the quality of tauch, 
is non-eternal, This, there being irregular-connection in both 
the instances cited, there is no probans.probandum relation 
(between ‘not having the quality of touch’ and ‘being éternal’). 
Therefore, (the characteristic ‘not having the quality of touch’) 
is a pseudo-probans, because it does not possess the characteris- 
tic of a real probans. There is eternality on the one end (anta) 
and there is non-eternality on the other end. Anaikāntika, as 
the opposite of this, is that which is irregularly related to both 
the ends. 

Sūtra 6 : (The pseudo: probans called) ‘the contradictory’ 

(viruddha) means [a mark which] ‘is in contradiction 

with it” (tal-virodhin), {i.e. with] ‘one’s own accepted 

thesis’ (siddhdnia). |] i..2.6 ff 
Bhasya: The expression tat-virodiin means that which contradicts 
it, (In other. words), it contradicts the thesis accepted. Thus, 
e.g. (as claimed in the Samkhya philosophy) “the transformed 


NS.8. 
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principles tikemakat; ahamkara, the’ 

five řahmätra-s etc.) ceases to have manifestation (ypak#), because 
“oF! rhe” absénce “of ’eternality, i4 the transfommed.as-eternal is 
‘hot Iogical, “But though not manifested, the transformed-rema- 
' ins;’ because of the-absénice'of destruictio 


(vikāra, viz the 23'Samkhya 


“ 


n,” n 

-" Now, this probans;' vid? because of the absence of eternality’ 

‘Sines in‘ contradittion* with” the ‘accepted ‘conclusion: (of. the 
“Gatnkhyas); namely, ‘though not manifested thes transformed 
| remains. 
How P Manifestation® (oyakti) means{‘the attainment of. the 

2E specific nature’ (dtma-labha) (ie. on” the part of the-teansformed). 
 Gbesation* (apaya)“mibans ‘the gurtender of the specifrc nature’ 
` (priicyuti). Tf Cit” is claimed) that? the transformed.persists in 
“gpilé of the surrender of the specific'riature attained, it is. not 

` Wdpical to”-deny ‘their ‘eternality;" because eternality is:but-the 
existence of the transformed’ even after the surrender of. the 
~ specific naturé: * {On the ‘othér’ hand), 'the denial of eternality 

“iamounts to the surrender by the ‘transformed oft the “specific 


i ature atéained. That which “surrenders: its specific. nature 
e 
hat which -exists. does 


Ms dledined is found to’ be’non-eternal and't 
St durtender its ‘specific nature attained! ‘The two contradic- 
tory bharacteristics; ‘namely; existence and the surrender of the 
‘ “pedific nature atthined ‘cannot colexist. “Thus; the: probans 
~-iZgheradicts:the very thesis on the’basis of which it isyadvanced. 

~ Sata 7's (The pscudo-probans: called)‘the: counteracted", 

™ (prakurimasama) is a “mark which; iswhen employed ‘for 

‘nal ascertainment (nirndyartham ‘'apadisfa), givesi«rise to 

the suggestion (cinta) of ‘doubtful alternative pessibili- 

"ties (pYakirana). jp i. 2.7 N 

Blas ia! “PP4kbrana means both'thedis and counter- 
ate ‘equally’ doubrful buld*equally-vinascertained. i The. sugges- 
tion (cinta) of such prakarand is: theiconsideratiow beginning with 
dutt and’Gontinuing iS the Stage ‘prior tolfinal-ascertainment. 
~ That (ie: themark} which ‘gives rige-to such‘a suggestion, when 
CIempléyed for the purpose of final asee ftainment, beeomes: praka- 
ranasama, because ‘being equally possible in the cases of both the 
(ubhaya-paksa-samyat), it fails to overcome.either 


thesis; which 


alternatives’ 
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the thesis or‘the-counter-thesis (i-e. the. prakarana) and thus it 
can‘never leadta, final-ascertajnment, eRe Say 
as pene ace ie “Sound. is.non-cternal, besapss the 
i ia of ything: eternal is nolyperceived in it; what- 
ever isiperceived-ag.withant the characteristic of, aayihine eter- 
tral iis foundto, be-non-eternal,, like.the. cooking poi sie a 
When: a similar characteristic, , which. Čánisen. doni i is used. 
as á probans, it ‘leads to a state of mderisgen’ Aeon a me 
and isa case:of. ‘the irregular’. (sazpabhicata), “But Fol Ott 
dence ou: the remembrance of the unique characteristic i i 
peksitā) and the want-of,the perception of ‘the Aopen eons 
teristic ii either of the alternatives, lead to thesis and Bata 
thesis: (Èe to; prakardna), .As for example, . the characteristic of 
anything: ernal is not perceived in gound-and fo also a ‘not 
perceived} the’ characteristic -of. apything “uonderernal athe 
want of the perception of the unique gharacieeleic tt eith ` 
these alternatives leads to the rig pesthett, of the thesis reo i 
counter-theais. How, ? Orherwjse {i.e.. in, case of the heb Seto 
Bubceristic of either.of the. alternatives being perceived ly 3 
ig the cessation of the. prakarana (i.e. the rejection of aN vi 
thesis or the counter;thesig). If, e.g., the characterise of pE 
thing eternal is’ specifically -perceiyed in sgund ‘thet Sati x 
longer be both the thesis and the counter-thesis, te on she “he 
hand, the characteristic‘ofsomething yon-eternal eae is 
perceived in sound, then also, there can no Jonger be both wed 
serpin ithe counter-thesis. The. probans under SARA, 
' í te ; A - 4 > 
dak j does to ne RESETS, cannot finally establish 
Sūtra 8 2 (The. pseudo-probans, called) ‘the unproved’ 
(sadhya-same} (is -the mark which)‘being,yet.to be proj sa 
'ly:established’ (sadhypajoat) :is ‘nor different’ isai 
from the characteristic -sought to be.proved* (sadhya Je 
probandum). /fi.28/) E oie 
Bhagya : In. the inference, ‘shadow. is asubstance”, the rob 
“being characterised -by movement” ss (a a dete ps jhi 
form ofi) ‘the-unproved’,: because, jt (te. the alleged moves T 
of the shadow) being yet. to. be -proved, has no alidereso in 
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logical status) from the characteristic sought to be proved. (The 
movement characterising the shadow is as unproved as the subs- 
tajitialicy of shadow). This probans also, being not yet proved, 
remains ta be established Jike the probandum itself. What 
needs to be proved here is: Does the shadow moveilike the 
person ?` Or, is it only the series of the absencesiof light due. 
to the series of obstructions (of light) caused when the object 
obstructing it moves ? 

The continuous series; of the absence of those parts of light 
which are obstructed by a moving substance isiperceived: (as: 
the moving shadow). Obstruction’ means ‘blocking of the con- 
nection. 

Sūtra 9 : (The pseudo-probans .called) ‘the mis-timed’ 

(kalatita) is a mark characterised’ by.a peculiarity which 

is vitiated by ‘the lapse of time’ (kalatyapa) |/= 2:9)) 


Bhdsya : When a mark, a peculiarity of which is separated by. - 


the lapse of time, is used.as a probans (and thus) becomes viti-. 
ated by the laps of time, ‘it \is called‘ «the mis-timed’ (kalaiita). 
Example : “Sound ‘is eternal, because it is manifested:through 
conjunction, just as the colour” The colour, which exists both 
before and after being. perceived, is manifested through the 
conjunction between the lamp and the jar.. Sound also, simi- 
larly existing (i-e. before and after being perceived) is manifes- 


‘ted through the conjunction between the drum and the beating 


stick, or through the conjunction between the wood and the 


‘axe. ‘Therefore, sound js eterna), because it is manifested thro- 


gh conjunction. This mark (viz. ‘being: manifested through 
conjunction’) is a pseudo: probans, because it is vitiated by the 
lapse.of time. The perception of the colour manifested (thro- 
ugh conjunction) docs fot outlast (i e. remains synchronised 
with)-the time of the conjunction. (In other words, in.the.case 
of the colour, its perception and the conjunction through which 
ir ig manifeated are simultaneous.) - So Jong as the conjunction 
of the lamp (with the jar) persists there is perception of colour. 
As soon as the Conjunction ceases, there is no perception of 
colour. But when the conjunction between the wood and the 
axe no longer exists, sound‘is perceived by a person at a dista- 
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nce even at-the time of disjunction.. Now, this perception of 
sound is not caused by the conjunction, because it outlasts the 
time of conjunction. Why ‘not? Because in the absence of 
the cause “there is the absence of the effect. (Conjunction is 
not the cause of the perception of sound, because the perception 
persists even after the conjunction ceases to be.) Thus, this 
mark (viz, being manifested through conjunction), because of 
the absence of similarity with the instance cited (i. e, colour) is 
incapable of proving the probandum and as such is only a pse- 
udo-probans. _ 

The violation of the’ order of mentioning the inference-com- 
ponents is not meant by the sūtra (i.e, the sūtra does not define 
kaldtita as a mark mentioned in violation of the proper order of 
mentioning. the inference- -components, or more specifically, a 
probans mentioned aftér the exemplification). Why ? 


That which is connected by import with something else remains s0 
connected in spite of bring separated by time. 
In spite of being mentioned in immediate succession, hawever, (hose 
unconnected by import do not-convcy any senge, 


Because of such a precept, a probans even when mentioned 
in violation of the proper order does not surrender its nature 
of a real probans, viz. the characteristic of proving the. proban- 
dum through similarity or dis-similarity with the instance cited. 


‘Since it does nat surrender its nature of a real probans, it isnot 


a pseudo.probans, (Further, in Npdya-sittra v. 2.11) it is said : 
‘The ‘point of defeat’ (nigrahasthdna) called aprdptakala is- the 
mention of the inference-components in violation of their pro- 
per order”. Therefore, this (viz. the-mention of the inference- 
components in violation of the proper order) is not the reat 
meaning of the present siitra (defining kalatita), since that makes 
the other sitira (i.e. Nydya-sitra v. 2.11) redundant.: 


Here ends the section on the definition of pseudo-probans 
(helvabhasa-lak sana-prakarana) 
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II. ON THE DEFINITION OF PURPOSIVE DISTORTION 
u f Who 


_ Bhasya i, Next i ig ‘discussed « ‘purposive distortion (ar the oppo- 
nent)’ (chala). A a 
Sūtra 10 : Chala is. the rebuital of the words (or ařgi“ 
ments), of, the opponent ‘by way oF i inventing a meating 

contradictory to the meaning intended. li i. "2.107 > 


Bhasya : Ir is not possible to. cite an “example of chala taking it 


in.itg general definition. The examples (will be cited wher it 
is) classified under different forms. The classifdation ist | 
Stitra dd: It (chala) i is threefold : 2 2) ‘purposive. distortion 
by. resorting 10. ambiguity’ (vak-chala),, 2y ‘purposive 
distortion by resorting, to similarity” (sdmanya- -chalay and’ 
3) “purposive distortion of the secondary sense’ (upacdra- 
chala). | ffi. 2.11 fp 
Bhagya : of these— 
Sûira 12.: - Purposive distortion by resorting to. ambi- 
guity’ (vdk-chala) is inventing a meaning opposite to 
what is intended by ‘the speaker when (the speaker) 
émploys ambiguous expressions. ~{/.i.'2.12:// 
Bhagya : Ut is asserted (by. someone), “this boy, ig nava-kambala.” 
Here, the intention of the speaker is,to mean, “this, boy has 
a ‘new’ (navay ‘blanket" (kambala)? The-expression (viz. navo- 
Kanbala), though same in'its compounded form, acquires diffe~ 
rent forms when - expounded. Here, somebody’ wanting to 
employ chata, snven'ts’a meaning different from, the one inten-. 
dead by the speaker; thus (he accuses che speaker , by ‘saying) 
«you have said that this boy has ‘nine’-(naa)}-blankets’ (kame 
‘bata).” Thus inventing (an opposite. meaning) he refutes (the 
speaker) by pointing. to ‘an absurdity, (namely): “he has only 
one blanket; where do you -find the'rine blankets ?”, This 
(ig an example of) vak-chala, because here distortion (is effected) 
by resorting io an ambigiious expression., ee 
Its refutation is äs follows, - Since an ambiguous expression 
‘has various meanings, specific grounds need to be shown for the 
selection.of any particular (meaning of it). The expression 
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navą kambala has different implications, viz. “he has a new 
blanket”’,a and ithe, hag, nine blankets.” „When this expression 
is;used Aby the speaker), the’ selection of the meaning, viz Jehe 
we nine blankets”, has been made by you (without mentioning. 
any specific ground for your selection. 5 “This is not permissible, 
for, you have got tg mention the Specific ground for the selection 
ofthis. particular meaning—a ground, which restricts. the expre- 
ssion tothe specific (meaning), | ig. “(which) determines that 
this particular meaning ‘is intended by this expression. - There 
is no-such specific, ground (mentioned | by you) 3 and as such it is 
only a false accusation. - ' 
The retation, between a word and its poraning ot t. the rule 
regulating the use of specific word for implying a specific sense 
—-is well- established. among the people. «This word expresses 
ahis meaning’ 1-(such a, ‘relation between the word ‘and the 
meaning) is a common one in the case of the same word having 
different meanings but isa, different one in the case of a word 
having ‘one specific sense., These words, are used to indicate 
the meanings.after these had previously been similarly used and 
not when. previously , Jnused. The employment of words is for 
the purpose of understanding theit meanings and practical 4 acti- 
vities proceed from, this understanding of their- meanings. Thus, 


„words being employed for, the understanding ‘of meanings, there 


is restriction regarding: the use of a word having different mea- 
nings, according to the „Capacity, (of, its conveying a specific 
meaning), ., &-g. “take. the. goat to the village”," “collect butt- 
er”, “feed. brāhmana' °>—here (the words goat, butter and. brah 
janah though haying, different, meanings (i.e. though meaning 
either the class or the individuals referred to by these words) 
are,used, to signify specific meanings ti. t certain ‘individuals 
rather than the classes) according to feasibility. They tie e. the 


-words goat, butter and. -brahmana) are employed i in the senses in 


which the carrying, out of the orders: is “Possible. “They (ie. 
these words) are, not used in their generic senses (i. e- as mean- 
ing the'classes), begause otherwise tbe carrying, ‘out of the orders 
becomes imposssble, 

Similarly, the ambiguous expression, nava-kambala is used to 
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mean (only) what is pldusibié, viz. “he hasa new’ blanket”, 
but it is not used to mean what is not plausible,’ viz. “he has 
nine blankets.” Thus, the refutation of the opponent’ s conten- 


„tion based on the invention ‘of an illogica} meaning is not 


possible. , 
Sūtra 13: Purposive distortion by resorting to similarity 


(samanya- -chala) is inventing ‘an absurd meaning” (a-sam-* 
bhitta-artha-kalpand) regarding the intendéd object by 
(taking advantage of ) general. c characteristic being pre- 
sent in objects other than the one intended (by the spea-- 
ker)’ (atisSmanya-yoga). ffi. 2131 ARY The 
Bhisya : On listening to the assertion (öf somébody), viz. “this 
brahmana has the accomplishment of behaving according to the 
norm of the learned”, someone else comments: “rhe accom- 
plishment of behaving according to the norm of the learned is 
but natural for a brakmape.” This (second) is “refuted (by one 
employing sdmanya-chala) with the invention ofa meaning oppo- 
site to the one intended, i.e. by inventing an absurd meaning. 
Thus : “if the ‘accomplishment of behaving according to the 
„norm of the learned i is natural for brahmana, then this’ should be 
so even for a vrālya (i.e. a degraded brahmana); in other words, 
a vratya also is a brahmana and (as such) he should also have the 
accomplishment of belaving according to the norm ‘of the 


>» 


learned.” 4 
By aizsamanya [in the sira] is meant'a‘ characteristic which 


jg present in the object intended as well as in other objects. 
Thus, @.2.5 the characteristic of being a brakmana sometimes 
coexist and sometimes does not with the accomplishment of 
behaving according to the norm of the'learned. ` This is called 
sdmanya-chala, because it is due to ‘general characteristic’ 
(samanya). 

Its refutation is as follows : (Thìs second assertion,” viz, 
“the accomplishment of behaving according to the norm of 
the learned is but natural for a byahmana’’) is but a repetition of 
the theme (asserted first) with a view to prais¢ ‘only, and not 
for indicating a causal connection (between ‘being .a' brahmana’ 
and ‘having the accomplishment’). Therefore, “there is no 
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scope for inventing the absurd meaning (viz. the causal connec- 
tion alleged). For example, (the statement) “in this field the 
sali crop grows abundantly’’, does not negate the growth of the 
crop from seeds nor is it intended (to convey that the crop 
grows in this field after the sowing of the seed); on the con- 
trary, it is intended to be simply a praise of the field under 
discussion. It is but mentioning over again (something about) 
the feld and nor an injunction that the tāli crop should be cul- 
tivated in this field. Though it is a fact that the sai crop 
grows from the seeds, (the statement under discussion) is not 
intended to point to this. Similarly, the stavement, viz. “the 
accomplishment of behaving according to the norm of the 
learned is natural for a brahmana’’, indicates that ‘being a brah- 
mana’ is related to the accomplishment and not that it is the 
cause of the accomplishment. The cause is not meant here. 
It is only a case of restatement, because it is simply intended 
to be a praise, viz. the possession of the accomplishment is 
appropriate in the case of being a br@hmana. A statement inten- 
ded to be in praise of something does not negate the production 
of the effect in accordance with its cause. Hence, refutation of 
a statement by inventing an absurd meaning is not tenable. 
Sūtra 14 : ‘Purposive distortion of the secondary sense’ 
(upacara chala) is refuting (the opponent) by taking resort 
to the primary sense ‘when the secondary sense is inten- 
ded* (dharma-vikalpa-nirdese). jf i. 2.14 Jj 
Bhasya : Dharma (in the s#ira) means the use of a word in its 
proper sense (3.2. in the primary sense). Dharma-vikalpa means 
the use of the word in a sense different from the one in which 
it is generally found (i e. dkarma-vikalpa means the use of a word 
in its secondary sense). Thus, the expression dkarma-uikalpa- 
nirdeśe means ‘when a word is used in a secondary sense”. E.g., 
the statement, viz. “the platform calls” (mancah krolanti), is 
refuted by taking the primary sense (of the word platform”) 
thus ; “the persons on the platform call and the platform does 


not call”. 
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Where, ‘in such a case, ‘js the invention of the opposite 
meaning ? (The invention consists: in) the attribution of a. 
different meaning to a word used in some other sense—that is, 
the attribution of the primary sense (when the word is actually) 
used in.the secondary sense. It is called. upacara-chala, because 
it rests on upacdra, Upacdra means the figurative sense. (As 
explained in Nydpa-sitira ii. 2.62), upacara is conveying (by a 
word) a meaning in which it is not (primarily) used, because of 
the conditions like contiguity (sakacarana) etc. (The conditions 
like contiguity etc. which make a gecondary sense admissible are 
explained in Nyåpa-sūfra ti. 2.62.) ` | 

The solution here is this : In the cases of well-known expres- 
sions, ‘the admission or rejection of words and their meanings 
should be in accordance with the implications intended by the 
speaker and not whimsically. The use of words in their prim- 
ary senses as well as in their ‘secondary senses is admitted by 
both (the contestants) as sanctioned by usage. In the cases of 
such sanctioned use, the words and their meanings are to be 
accepted or rejected in: accordance with the intention of the 
speaker and not whimsically. If the speaker uses a word in‘its 
primary sense, it is to be accepted or rejected as it is (7.2. only” 
in its primary sense) and not whimsically. If (a word is used 
in) a secondary sense (it is to be accepted or rejected) as expre- 
ssing the secondary sense (alone). When the speaker uses a 
word in its secondary sense and the: other refutes it by taking 
up.the primary sense, it results only in a refutation subjectively 
imagined and not in a proper refutation of the opponent, 

Sūtra 15 > (Objection) Upacdra-chala is nothing but vak- 

chala; because there is no difference (of this, viz. upacdra- 

chalay ftom it (viz. vāk-chala) /fi. 2.15}/ 

Bhasya + Upacara-chala does not differ from vak-chala, because it 
has no difference (from vik chata, both being) the invention of 
a meaning other than what is intended. Here (i.e. in the exa- 
mple of upacara chala, viz. “the platform calls”) also the refuta- 
tion is effected by twisting the word (i.e, the word “platform’’) 
used in its. secondary sense, viz. “those on the platform” to iim- 
ply the primary sense, viz. “the platform iself.”* 
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Sūtra 16: (Answer) No, Because there is difference in 
the nature of the invention of meaning (in the two cases 
of chala). fi, 2.16)/ 
Bhasya : Upacara-chala is not the same as sék-chala, because its 
way of refutation with the help-of the primary sense is different. 
From what? From the simple invention ofa different (but 
equally primary) meaning (in the case of vék-chala). It is one 
thing to invent a different meaning and it is something else to 
refute with the help of the primary sense. (In other words, 
while employing vdk-chala one simply invents an alternative 
primary meaning; on the other hand, while employing upacara- 
chala one replaces the intended secondary sense by the primary 
sense unintended.) 
Satra 17 : (Further, if it is claimed) there is no difference, 
between the two (viz, vdk-chala and upacdra-chala), then, 
on the ground of partial similarity (among all the forms 
of chala), there. arises the possibility of thie undue admiss- 
jon of only one form of chala. ffi. 2.17) 
Bhasya : Admitting chala to be two-fold, it is ‘denicd (by the 
opponent) on the ground of partial similarity (between upacãra- 
chala and wak-chala) that chala is three-fold, This ground which 
rejects the view that ¢ckala is three-fold also rejects the view 
accépted by you (ié. by the opponent) that chala is two-fold. 
Because, partial similarity also exists between the two forms of 
chala (admitted by the opponent). Therefore, if claimed (by 
the opponent) that (the view), viz. chala is two-fold, is not ne- 
gated on the ground of partial similarity, then, the view that it 
is three-fold cannot also be negated (on the same grourd of 
partial similarity), 
Here ends the section on the definition of purposive distortion 
(chala-loksena-prakarona) 


Iv. ON THE GENERAL DEFINITION OF DEFECTS INDICA- 
TIVE OF THE DISABILITY OF THE CONTESTANT 


Bhasya: After the definition of chala (is mentioned the defi- 
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nition of jäi). 
Sitra 18 : ‘Futile rejoinder’ (jati) is refuting the opponent 
by (pointing to) superficial similarity and dissimilarity.. 
jji. 2 18/) 
Bhasya: Ja (literally) ‘means an opportunity (for one of the 
contestants)born out of the employment of a probans(by the oth- 
er). This opportunity is nothing but the refutation or rejection 
or demolition by pointing to superficial similarity or dissimila- 
‘rity. The refutation of the ‘probans which proves the probandum 
through similarity with the instance cited’ (sddharmya-hein : 
Npaga-sttiza i. 1.34) is to be effected by pointing to the dissimi- 
larity with the instance cited. The refutation of ‘the probans 
which proves the probandum through dissimilarity with the ins- 
tance cited’ (vatdharmya-hetu : Nyäya-sütra i, 1.35) is to be effected 
by pointing to the similarity with the. instance cited. Because 
there is mutual contradiction (between similarity and dissimi- 
larity). Jali is ‘that which is born’ (jdpamana), i.e. the resulting 
refutation. 
Sutra 19: ‘Point of defeat’ (nigrahasthina) means (the dem- 
onstration) of ‘contradictory knowledge’ (vipratipatt) or 
ignorance (apratipatti) (on the part of any of the contest- 
ants). //3, 2,19//- ; 
Bhisya : ‘Contradictory knowledge’ means either ‘erroneous’ 
(viparita) or ‘crude’ (kutsita) knowledge. One with such contra- 
dictory knowledge becomes defeated. Nigrahasthāna means no- 
thing but this point of defeat. 

Ignorance (apratipatt:), on the other hand, is the failure to 
play one’s own part (in a debate), ¢.¢. (one suffering from igno- 
rance) does not refute the position advanced by the opponent, 
nor refutes the charges advanced against one’s Own position. « 

Because of the absence of a compounded. form (in the sūtra 
of the words vipratipaiti and apratipatit) itis to be understood 
that these two are not the only forms of nigrahasthana. 

But, then, do jäi: and nizgrahasthane have a single form, as in 
the case of exempliGication, or do they have different forms like 
(the different forms of) ‘the proved doctrine’ ? So is said— 

Sura 20: Fati and nigrahasthana are of various forms, 
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because of the manifold (zikalpa) forms (of refutation by 

pointing to superficial similarity and dissimilarity and, 

again, because of the manifold forms of contradictory 

knowledge and ignorance). jj i. 2. 20. |] 

Bhasya: Fatt is of various forms because of the manifold 
forms of refutation by pointing to superficial similarity and dis- 
similarity. Nigrahasthana is of various forms because of the 


‘manifold forms of contradictory knowledge and ignorance. 


The word vikalpa means ‘various forms’ (ndnd-kalpa) or ‘imulti-, 
plicity of forms’ (nizidha-kalpa). 

(Of the twentytwo forms of nigrakasthana mentioned by 
Gautama in WNydpa-siitra v. 2.1), the following six—called 
1) ananubhdsana, 2) ajfidna, 3) apratibha, 4) viksepa, 5) matdnujta 
and 6) paryanuyojya-upekyana—belong to the class of mgraha- 
sthana known as ignorance (apratipatti) and the rest to the class 
called ‘contradictory knowledge’ (vipratipati). 

These sixteen categories, called pramana etc., are first men- 
tioned each by name. Each of these is defined next in the 
order in which these are mentioned. These will be critically 
examined (in the subsequent chapters) according to their 
definitions. Thus is followed the three-fold procedure by the 
present system. 


Here ends the section on ‘the general definition of the defects which 
are indicative of the disability of the contestants in a debate" 
{ purusa-asakti-{inga- do sa-samanyalaksana-prakerana ) 


Adhyaya 2 Alnika 2 


I. CRITICAL EXAMINATION’ OF DOUBT 


Bhdsya: After this (i.e. after naming and defining) follows 
the critical examination of prama@na etc. First to'be examined 
is doubt, because this (critical examination) is: nothing: but 
‘final ascertainment through thesis and anti: thesis after having 
an initial doubt” (Npdya-sitira i.1.41). 

Stra 1 : (Objection) Doubt is not due to the ‘ascertain- 

ment’ (adhyavasdya) of “common characteristics’ (samdna- 

dharma}or ‘unique characteristic’ (aneka-dharma) or the 

‘ascertainment of either. JJ i1.1.1. /) 

(Objection 1) Doubt arises from the ascertainment of com- 
mon characteristics. rather than from the mere (presence of) 
the common characteristics.. 

(Objection 2) Nor is there scope for. doulbt when the charac- 
teristics as well as the objects characterised aré apprehended 
(in the following form): “I apprehend the common characteris- 
tics of these two.” 

(Objection 3) Nor is there any-proper scope for doubi even 
from the ascertainment of the common’ characteristics of the 


objects, (the characteristics being) completely different (from 


the objects themselves). There can néver be any doubt about 
the quality of touch from the knowledge of the quality of 
colour, these two being completely different from each other. 
(Objection 4) Nor is there any proper scope for doubt, 
which is but uncertain knowledge, arising from an ascertainment 
(edhyavasaya), which, in its turn, is in fact ‘certain knowledge’ 


‘(avadh@rana), because in that case there remains no resemblance 


between the cause and the effect. 
This (i.e. the group of objections to the possibility of doubt 


from the apprehension of common characteristics) also explains 
(the impossibility of doubt) arising from the apprehension of 


the unique characteristic. 
(Objection 5) Doubt cannot be due to the ascertainment of 
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the characteristic of either of the two objects; because in that 

case there will be the ascertainment of either (of the objects). 
Sutra 2 : (Objection continued) Again, (doubt cannot 
be due to) the ascertainment of ‘the contradictory asser- 
tions about the same object’ (vipratipatti) and ‘the irre- 
gularity (of apprehension. and non:-apprehension)’ _{upa- 
-tabdht anupalabdhi- -anpavastha). jf ti, 1.2] 

Bhasya : (Objection explained} Doubt cannot be duc to mere 


contradictory assertions or the mere irregularity (of apprehen- 


sion and non-apprehension). From what, then, (arises a 
doubt)? Only the person having a knowledge of the impli- 
cations of the contradictory’ assertians can have doubt, So 
is the case of irregularity (3.2. only the person having a know- 
ledge of the irregularity of apprehension and non-apprebension 
can have doubt). Further, how can one have any doubt (by 


distening t» the two contradictory assertions, that is} having 


the knowledge that one party claims : «The self exists” 
and the other claims : “the self does not exist” ? (that 
is, on listening to the two contradictory claims, one has the 
mere knowledge that two such views about the self exist; but 
this does not necessarily mean that the listener himself will have 
any doubt abaut the self). Similarly, there can be no doubt 
from the separate knowledge that there is irregularity of appre- 
hension and again, that there is irregularity of non-apprehen- 
sion. 
Sütra 3: (Objection continued) (Doubt is not due to 
contradictory assertions, because these are ‘well-ascer- 
tained conclusions’ (sampratipalti} (of the respective par- 
ties themselves}. //ii 1.5 }/ 
Bhayya : (Objection) The contradictory assertions alleged (i.e 
by Gautama) to be the grounds of doubt are in fact well-ascer- 
tained conclusions; expressing the contradictory positions of the 
two parties. Thus, che claim that doubt is due to coctradic- 
tory assertions amounts to the assertion that doubt is duc to 


well-ascertained conclusions. 
Sūtra 4 ; (Objection continued) (Doubt cannot be due to 
irregularity (of apprehension and non-apprehension), 
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because irregularity as irregularity is subject to regula- 
rity. // il, 1.4 j] 
Bhāsya : (Objection) Doubt is not (due to irregularity of appre- 
hension or non-apprehension). If this irregularity is restricted 
by its intrinsic nature, then it amounts to regularity and as 
such it ceases to be irregularity. Therefore, it is Magica} to 
claim that doubt is due to irregularity. On the other hand, 
if irregularity is not restricted by its intrinsic nature, then it 
ceases to be irregularity because of losing its intrinsic nature. 
Thus there can be no doubt (duc to irregularity of apprehen- 
sion or non-apprehension). 
Sitra 5 : (Objection continued) Then (i.e, assuming Gau- 
tama’s claim that doubt is due to common characteris- 
tics} there results the absurdity of ‘perpetual doubt’ 
(alyanta-samsaya), because of the ever-presence of the 
common characteristics. /] ii, 1.5 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) In the (first) from (of doubt), in which 
you (ie. Gautama) conceive that doubt is due to the presence 
of common characteristics—in that form there results the absur- 
dity of ceaseless doubt. Since the commion characteristics per- 
sist to be, the doubt (resulting from these) will mever cease to 
be. The object about which we have a doubt is never appre- 
hended as devoid of the common characteristics, but invariably 
as characterised by the common characteristics. 
These objections are being briefly replied to : 
Sūtra 6 : (Answer) From the ascertainment of the pre- 
viously mentioned (causes of doubt, viz, common cha- 
racteristics, unique characteristic, etc.) along with ‘the 
dependance on the remembrance of the unique charac- 
teristic of each’ (visesapekga) results doubt and there is no 
absurdity (in the form of) cither “no doubt” (a-samsaya) 
or “perpetual doubt” (atyanta-samsaya) j] ii. 1.6 |} 
Bhasya: There is no absurdity of either ‘doubt being never 
produced’ or of. ‘doubt never coming to an end.’ Why? 
Because, the cause of doubt is the apprehension of ihe common 
characteristics and not merely the common characteristics. Let it be 
so. Why, then, is it not expressed in that way ? Because, this 
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is implied by the word sisesépeksa (in the sūtra). (The word 
visesapeksa means) the desire (apeksa@) or the longing (akanksa) 
for (the perception of) ‘the specific distinguishing mark’ (visesa), 
which ig possible so long as the special distinguishing mark js 
not apprehended. But (the sara) does not state samana-dharma- 
apeksa (3.2. ‘depending on the desire for the perception of the 
common characteristics’). Whenis there no desire for (the 
perception of) the common characteristics ? Only when these 
are actually perceived. Because of this implication it becomes 
clear that (doubt is) due to the apprehension of common 
characteristics. 

Or, this (viz. the view that the apprehension of the common 
characteristics is the cause of doubt) is implied by the word 
upapalti (in the stra), Tı has been said (in the sala that doubt 
is du to) samana-dharma-upapaiti and this samdana-dharma-upapattt 
is nothing different from the apprehension of the existence of 
the common characteristics. (Even assuming the word upapatii 
to mean mere presence, Vatsyayana argues that the presence 
of the common characteristics can be spoken of only so long 
as these are actually apprehended). If the existence of the 
common characteristics is completely unknown, then these can 
have a status no better than that of the non-existent. 

Or, the word denoting the object (visaya) is actually used to 
to mean the ‘knowledge of the object’ (zisayi-pratyaya). In other 
words, in the sire ‘common characteristics’ actually means 
‘the knowledge of common characteristics.’) Thus, eg., in 
common use the- statement ‘fire is inferred from smoke’ 
understood to mean ‘fire is inferred from the perception of 
smoke’. How? Fire is inferred only when ‘smoke is perceived 
and not before it is not perceived. However, in the statement 
itself the word ‘perceived’ does not occur. Still, the listeners take 
for granted the sense intended by the statement (viz. percep- 
tion of smoke). From this we consider that a person capable 
of understanding takes for granted that the word denoting the 
object is actually used to mean the knowledge of the object. 
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Similarly, in this case also (ie. in the s#ra) by the expression 
‘common characteristics’ is meant ‘the definite-knowledge of © 
the common characteristics.’ 

As against your claim that doubt.is impossible inasmuch as 
the charactetistics (dharma) as well as the ‘object characterised’ 
(dharmmn) are already known, when-we have knowledge in the 
form, “I apprehend the common characteristics of these two 
objects” —(we answer) that knowledge of this form is about the 
objects previously perceived, (to explain :) “I now perceive the 
common characteristics of the two objects which I previously 
perceived, but Ido not perceive the specific distinguishing 
mark (of any at the moment). How can I perceive the specific 
distinguishing mark (of any of the two) so that I can. definitely 
assert either (to be there)?" This doubt (indecisive knowledge) 
is not dispelled merely by the knowledge of the characteristics 
and the objects characterised, (which knowledge) is acquired 
through the perception of the common characteristics (as the 
objector claims). 

And as to your. claim that the knowledge of one object 
cannot result in doubt regarding another—(we answer) such 
an objection can be raised only against one who considers the 
mere knowledge of a different object as the cause of doubt, 

And moreover, as to your claim that (doubt is impossible) 
because of the absence of resemblance between the cause and 
the effect—(we answer} the resemblance between cause and 
effect is nothing but the presence and absence respectively of 
the effect in the presence and absence of the cause. That 
which, when present, produces something else and, moreover, 
when absent, does not produce this something élse,.is the 
cause. That something else is the cffeet. Resemblance between 
the two is nothing but.this (relation between them). Such (a 
relation of) resemblance-exists between the cause of doubt 
(viz. the apprehension of common characteristics and) its effect 
(viz.): doubt. 

By these (considerations) is also refuted the objection that 


doubt cannot be duc to the apprehension of thé unique charac- 


teristic. 
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As to the further claint that doubt cannot be due to the 
know! edge of ‘the contradictory assertions about the same 
object’ (vipratipatii), as well as “the irregularity {of apprehen- 
sion and non-apprehension)’ (avyavasth, te. upalabdhi-anupalab- 
dhi-anyavasthé), (we answer that on listening to two contradic- 
tory assertions about the same object, one feels): “I apprehend 
the contradictory meanings of the two assertions and I fail to 
ascertain any specific ground (in favour of either). That is, I 
cannot find that (ground) on the strength of which I can assert 
either of the alternatives. Where- am Ito seek that specific 
ground by which I can decide in favour of either (ofthe two 
assertions)?” Such astate of doubt, which results from the 
contradictory assertions about the same object, cannot be remo- 
ved merely by comprehending that the two contestants main- 
tain two contradictory theses. Similarly is to be understood 
the case of doubt resulting from the irregularity of apprehen- 
sion and non-apprehension. (That is, the two forms of doubt 
resulting from the irregularity of apprehension and non-appre- 
hension cannot be removed by any form of knowledge other 
than the knowledge of the specific distinguishing mark.) 

As against. your claim (Nydya-sdiva ii. 1.3) that (doubt is not 
due to) contradictory ‘assertions, because these are well-ascer- 
tained conclusions (of the respective patties)—(we answer that 
the understanding of the) real cause of doubt (depends on) the 
ascertainment of the meaning of the word Wipralipatti as accom- 
panied by the remembrance ol the specific distinguishing mark, 
And it (i, its causal efficacy in producing doubt) is not negated 
by a mere verbal substitute. The word vipratipatii means two 
contradictory statements about the same object. The definite 
knowledge of this, accompartied by. the remembrance of the 
specific distinguishing mark, is the cause of doube. Its causal 
efficacy in producing doubt is not negated because of substitu- 
ting it by the word sampratipatti (well-ascertained. conclusion). 
Therefore, this (objection of yours) is designed only tò make a 
foo! of the ignorant. 

As against your claim (Nydpa-siitra ii. 1.4) that (doubt is not 
due to) irregularity (of apprehension and non-apprehension) 
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because irregularity as irregularity is subject to regalarity—(we 
answer that) the substitution of a different word (i.e. regularity 
for irregularity) on other considerations is futile, since by this 
is not rejected its causal efficacy (ie. the causal efficacy of the 
irregularity) and moreover, since by this is tacitly assumed irre- 
gularicy itself. The word-substitution is as follows : It is regu- 
larity and cannot be irregularity, because as irregularity it is 
subject to regularity. This substitution docs not negate that the 
irregularity of apprehension and the irregularity of non-appre- 
hension, accompanied by the remembrance of the specific dist- 
inguishing mark, produce doubt. Moreover, since irregularity 
as irregularity is (according to the objection) subject to regularity, 
it (i.e. irregularity) does not surrender its intrinsic nature ($z, 
remains irregularity and is not really transformed into regula- 
rity). Therefore, irregularity is to be admitted (even by the 
opponent). Thus, even this word-substitution fails to establish 
something else (i.e. does not prove irregularity to be reguiarity). 
As against your claim (Nyaya-siliva it. 1.5) that then (4.2 ags- 
uming Gautama'’s claim that doubt is due to common charac- 
teristics) there results the absurdity of perpetual doubt because 
of the ever-presence of the common characteristics—(we answer) 
this doubt is not due to the mere presence of the common cha- 
racteristics etc. From what then? From the definite ascerta- 
inment of the common characteristics accompanied by the re- 
membrance of the specific distinguishing mark. Hence there is 
no (absurdity of ) perpetual doubt. (Again, as against your 


claim) that doubt cannot be due to the ascertainment of the 


characteristic of either of the two objects—(we answer that) this 
is not acceptable, ‘because it has been: said that.doubt is the 
contradictory apprehension about the same object, which depe- 
nds on the remembrance of the specific distinguishing mark of 
each. The specific distinguishing mark belongs exclusively to 
one of the two objects and if it is definitely known then there is 
no dependence on the remembrance of the specific distinguish- 
ing mark. (In other words, when the specific distinguishing 
mark is already perceived, there ts no question of mere remem- 
brance of it and as such, in Gautama’s view, no question of any 
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doubt.arising therefrom.) 
Szira 7 : Wherever there is doubt, these successive steps 
(i.e. these objections and their answers) are to be discu- 
ssed. fii, 1.7/ J 
Bhasya: Wherever in ‘a branch of study’ (Sdsiva) or a “public 
debate’ (katha}, there is critical discussionafter an initial doubt, 
there should be offered these answers to those who (intend to) 
refute doubt itself. Therefore, doubt, being presupposed. by all 
forms of critical discussion, is itself critically discussed first. 


Here ends the section on the critical examination of doubt 
(sams aya-pariksa-prokarana) 


Il. CRITICAL EXAMINATION OY THE INSTRUMENTS OF 
VALID KNOWLEDGE IN GENERAL 


Bhayya : Next is the critical examination of the ‘instrument 
of valid knowledge’ (pramana). 

Süira 8 : (Objection) Perception ete. are ‘without validity’ 

(apramanya), because of their ineffectiveness in the three, 

times’ (tratkdlya-asiddhi). f] ii. 1.8 }} 
Bhasya : (Objection) Perception etc. have no validity (ie. these 
cannot be the instruments of valid knowledge), because of their 
ineffectiveness in the three times, Le. these cannot logically be 
either prior to or posterior to or coexistent with (the objects 
of valid knowledge). 

The implication of this general statement (i.e. of the previ- 
ous satra) is elaborated {as follows) : 

Sita 9 ; (Objection) If pramana exists prior to its object, 

then there will be no perception resulting from senses 

object contact. j] ii, 1.9 // 
Bhasya : (Objection explained) Perception is the knowledge of 
objects Jike smell etc. If this (knowledge) is prior and the 
existence of smell etc. is posterior, then this knowledge cannot 
be due to the contact with smell etc. 

Stra 10 ; (Objection) If (pramana) exists posterior to (its 
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object) then the objects cannot ‘be determined by the 

pramdna-s ff ii. 1.10 }/ . 
Bhasya : (Objection explained) If pramāņa itself does not exist 
(which is implied by the assumption that pramana is posterior 
to its objects), what is there to rightly determine the object so 
that it can acquire the status of an ‘object of valid knowledge’ 
(prameya)? An-object becomes an object jproper only when it 
is rightly determined by a premana. 

Sutra 11; (Objection) Lf (pramana) exists simultaneously 

with (its object), then there will be the absence of the 

succession of one knowledge, afier the other, because each 

knowledge is restricted to its specific object, jj ii. 1.1177 
Bhasya : (Objection explained) If pramdna is simultaneous with 
its object, then the knowledge’ restricted to their respective 


-objects of smell etg. perceived by the senses would be simultane- 


ous. Since cognitions arc restricted to their respective objects, 
there results the absence of succession. These cognitions (of 
different objects) which arise ane after another—their succession 
would be unaccountable. There. result: also a contradiction 
with the sūtra : "the absence of the occurrence of simultaneous 
cognitions is a probans for (the inference of) the mind” (Nyäya- 
siltra i. 1.16), 

These are the possible -temporal orders in which pramdna 
and'prameya may exist. But each of these is’ (shown to be) 
logically impossible. Therefore, there can be no validity.of 
perception etc. 

Here are the answers. Since there isno-fixed order of being 
anterior, posterior or coexistent. between the cause of knowledge 
(i.e. pramdna) and the object known (i.e. prameya}, the relation 
(between pramdna and prameya) is to be specifically stated as 
actually observed in the different cases. In some: cases, the 
cause of knowledge exists beforehand and the:object of know- 
ledge comes into being later. E.g., the illumination of ‘the sun 
for the objects under the process of being produced, In some 
cases, the object of knowledge exists beforehand and the cause 
of knowledge comes into being later. E.g., light of the lamp 
for the obiects already existing. In some cases, the cause of 
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knowledge and the object of knowledge coexist, E.g., in the 
knowledge of fire from smoke, 

Pramana is the cause of knowledge and prameya is the object 
of knowledge. Therefore, it.the absence of any fixed order of 
being anterior, posterior or. coexistent between pramdna and 
pramzya, the relation between. them is to be stated specifically 
in the form in which the object is actually observed. Thus, the 
objections do not hold if the objects are viewed in their specific 
forms, But the objections-are raised by taking the objects indis- 
criminately, 

It is so termed, because the ground for using the term is 
present in the three times. (You raise the objection) that if 
pramana is posterior, then in the absence of pramana no object 
can acquire the status of the prameya, only the object rightly 
determined by pramana is known as prameya (Nydya-sitra ti. 1.10)< 
(We answer) the ground for the use of the term praména is 
“being the cause of knowledge” and this (i.e. the ground) is 
connected with the three times, viz. “one knew”, “one knows” 
and “sone will know”. It has been so termed, because the 
ground for using the term is connected with the three times. 
(It is) pramana, (because) by it an object was rightly determined, 
is being rightly determined and will be rightly determined. 
Similarly, (it is) prameya (because) it was rightly determined, is 
being rightly determined and will be rightly determined. Such 
being the case, all statements like “it is a prameya”, “it will be 
known by the appropriate cause (of knowledge, 1.2. pramdna)”, 
«this object will be cightly determined” etc. are all permissible. 
‘The denial of this connection with the three times leads to the 
violation of usual practice., One denying all these cannot logi- 
cally say : “bring the cook, he. will cook”, “bring the wood- 
cutter, he will do the cutting” ete. 

Pramdna is sought to be refuted with the argument :-percep- 
tion ètc. are without validity becatise of their ineffectiveness in 
the three times (Vydya-sdira ii. 3.8). But let us ask him (ie. the 
objector) : Now, what precisely do you intend to achieve by 
your objection? Do you.propose to deny their existence (sam- 
bhava) or-do you want to prove their non-existence (asambhava)? 


an ana 


ee 
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If you want to deny their existence, (the very act of such a 
denial) implying (the admission of) their existence, the attempt 
to refute perception etc. becomes illogical. If, on the other 
hand, you intend to prove their non-existence, then your refu- 
tation itself wil) acquire the status of pramana, inasmuch as your 
refutation wil! become the ground for the knowledge of the 
non-existence ot premana. 

Moreover— 

Sūtra 12°; (Answer) The refutation (ie. the objection 

raised against pramana) is untenable, because of its (i.e. 

of the refutation itself) ineffectiveness i in the three times. 

If iis LAD ff 
Bhasya: This (ie. the statement of the sūtra) is explained as 
follows. If the refutation is prior, then there being nothing to 
be refured, what can be refuted by ic? If (the refutation) is 
posterior, there can be nothing called the refuted, because there 
is no refutation. ‘ If the two are coexistent, then the refutation 
becomes redundant, because the refuted is already accepted. 
Thus, the arguments for refutation being untenable, the. vali- 
dity of perception etc. is established. ; 

Sūtra 13 : (Answer continued) The refutation (iz. the 

objection raised against pramdpa) is untenable, nie 

of the total denial of pramana jf ii. 1.13 |} 
Bhasya : How ? Uf any exemplification (uda@harana) is offered in 
favour of your probans,viz. “ineffectiveness in the three times’ 
then in this corroborative instance is to be shown the efficacy 
of this probans in proving the probandum. In that ¢ase, per- 
ception etc. cannot be without validity, because (if it is still 
claimed) that perception etc. have no validity, the probandum 
will not be proved in spite of the exemplification being offered 
Thus the probans offered by you, being contradicted by all the 
instruments of valid knowledge, becomes a pseudo:probans(viz. 
the pseudo-probans called “the contradictory” (airuddha), for it 
is claimed) “the pseudo-probans called the contradictory means 
a mark which is in contradiction with- one’s own accepted 
thesis” (Mydya-siltra i. 2.6). His {i.e of the objector) conclu- 
gion is contained in the implication of his statement and the 


Nyaya-siitra ii. 1,15 81 


implication of his statement is; “perception etc. cannot rightly 
determine their objects.” The inference-components are to be 
mentioned for establishing this conclusion. If (these inference- 
components) are not mentioned, then the refutation itself rema- 
ins unaccomplished, because the efficacy of the probans in prov- 
ing the probandum is not shown with the help of an exemplifi- 
cation, inasmuch as (the alleged mark) is yet to acquire the 
status ofa real probans. (In other words, Vatsyayana shows 
that the objection itself is a case of flat contradiction, The 
objector is using inference-components to prove his thesis; but 
to use the inference-components is to admit the valtdity of the 
four pramana-s, inasmuch as the inference-components are based 
on these. At the same time, the objector wants to conclude 
that the pramana-s have no validity.) 

Siitra 14: [Answer continued] [If it is claimed that] 

these [i.2. pramana-s underlying the inference-components 

of the opponent himself) are valid, the negation (cipra- 

ltisedha) of all pramana-s cannot be established, 

ff ddA J] 

Bhasya : If it is claimed that perception etc. forming the 
basis of the inference- components of the statement (refuting the 
validity of pramana-s) are valid, then it will have to be admitted | 
that (perception etc.) similarly underlying the inference-com- 
ponents of others are also valid, because there is no fundamen- 
tal difference between the two cases. Therefore, al! pramdana-s 
are not negated. The prefix vi in the word vipratisedha is used 
in the sense of “particularly” and not in the sense of “con- 
trariety’’, because in that case (the suéra) makes no sense. 

Sutra 15 :. (Answer continued) Further, ineffectiveness in 

the three times is not established, because it (ie. prameya) 

is established (by the pramana which is posterior), just 

like proving the musical instrument from jts sound 

(which is produced later). ` // ii. 1.15 // 
Bhajya : Why is it said over again? To show the connec- 
tion with what is already said. (This is said over again) to 
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convey that we have: here the root of what was previously 
stated, viz. “since there is no fixed order of: being. anterior to 
or posterior to or coexistent with between the cause of know- 
ledge and the object known, the relation is to be specifically 
stated as actually observed in the different cases.” (Bhasya on 
i. 1. 11). The sage, observing the irregularity (of the time- 
relation) is rejecting the objection based on the assuméd regu- 
larity (of the said time-relation) and says that ineffectiveness 
in the three times is not valid. He cites the example of only 
one (form of time-relation with the words) “just like proving 
‘the musical: instrument from its sound.” Just as from the 
sound, which is produced later, is inferred the musical instru- 
ment, which is already existine—-the probandum here is the 
musical instrument and the probans proving it is its sound-— 
even when the musical instrument is out'of sight, it is inferred 
from its sound, The lyre (ving) is being played, the flute (venu) 
is being blown—(in these ways) feom the peculiarity of sound 
is inferred the particular instrument. Similarly, the object of 
knowledge, which is already existing is known by the cause of 
knowledge, which occurs later. The instance cited being only 
a specimen, (it is Implied that) the examples of the other two 
.forms (of time-relation) are to be similarly collected. 

(Objection) But why is it not mentioned here ? Further, 
what is said there (ie. on Npdya-sitira ii. 1.11) should have 
‘been stated here. 

(Answer) The point is to state these implications and it 
makes no difference whether it is stated here or elsewhere. 

The terms pramana and prameya may coexist (że. may be 
inter-changeabte) in the same object, if there is adequate ground 
for using the terms (inter-changeably). And the grounds for 
using the terms are.(as follows) : pramdna is that which produces 
knowledge and prameya is that which becomes the object of 
knowledge. In the event of an object of knowledge becoming 
instrumental in producing the knowledge of something else, 
the same object is termed both a pramana and a prameya. To 
convey this implication is said the following— 

Sitra 16: Just as the ‘measuring instrument’ (tulad) 
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(which usually has the status of a pramdna) can bea 
‘prameya as well (ie. when its own accuracy is subject to 
investigation). }/ iï.1-16 // l 
Bhasya : The measuring instrument is a pramana when. it 
gives the knowledge of correct weight. The objects of know- 
ledge, in this case, are gold etc. which have weight. If however 
the accuracy of another measuring instrnment is determined 
by gold etc;, then for the knowledge of the other measuring ins- 
trament, gold etc. are pramaga-s. And the other measuring 
instrument is a prameye, Similarly.are to be understood all the 
Categories cnumerated (in Nydya-suitva i. 1:1). Thus the self is 
mentioned in the list of prameya-s, because of its being the object 
of knowledge. It is (also) -considered pramaty (knower), because 
ofits independent role in producing knowledge. Knowledge- 
(buddhi) is considered to be a pramana when it leads to another 
knowledge, it is a prameya when it is itself the object of another 
knowledge, it is pramiti (right knowledge) when it is neither of 
the two (ře, neither a pramana nor a prameya). In this way, the 
assemblage of different epithets in the same category is to be 
understood. 

(Vatsyayana gives the analogy of grammatical use). Thus, the 
words denoting grammatical cases (kGraka-s}can assemble in the 
same thing when there's ground for their similar use(In the eee 
tence), ‘the tree exists”, the tree is the subject (kartā), because 
it depends upon nothing else for its existence. (In the sentence), 
“one looks at the tree”, the tree is the object (karma), because 
by the act of secing this is sought to be attained above all, (In 
the sentence), one indicates the moon with the tree (as the 
pointer)”, the tree is used in the instrumental] (karana), because 
in this case the pointer is ‘most efficacious’ (sddhakatama}). (In 
the sentence), “one sprinkles water to the tree”, the tree is used 
in the dative (sampraddna), because by the water sprinkled one 
tends to be related to the tree, (In the sentence), “leaves fall 
from the tree”, the tree is used in the ablative/(apadéna 1) because 
the ablative is that which remains constant inthe case of dis- 

junction. (In the sentence), “there are birds in the tree”, the 
tree is used in the locative (adhikarana), because the locative ig 
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the substratum of the action. 

As thus shown, neither the substance by itself nor the action 
by itself forms a grammatical case. What then? The gram- 
matical case consists in being instrumental to the action as well 
as being characterised by some activity of its own. The 
subject is that which is an aid to action as well as which 
remains independent—and not the substance by itself nor 
the action by mself. The object is that which is sought by 
the action and which is the most desired—-and not the substa- 
nce by itself nor the action by itself. Similar are the cases of 
the ‘most efficacious’ etc. (ie. of karana ete.). ‘Thus, the grar- 
matical cases are justified by logical demonstration as well as 
the definitions (of Panini). Thus the term ‘grammatical case’ 
does not apply to the substance by itself or the action by itself. 
What then? Something which is instrumental to the action 
and is characterised by some activity of its own (is considered 
as a grammatical case). .Pramdna, pramėpa, ete. are (also in‘a 
sense) ‘words denoting grammatical cases’ (karaka-Sabda). As 
such, these cannot renounce the nature of grammatical cases. 

(Objection) Let all these be admitted, (viz,) that the words 
denoting grammatical cases can assemble in the same thing 
when there is ground for their use; that perception ete. are the 
instruments of valid knowledge in their capacity of producing 
knowledge and (at the same time) are objects of valid knowle- 
dge in so far as these are subjected to another knowledge; that 
perception etc. may themselves be known: and each of these (viz, 
perception etc.) is distinctly known Gin} the following forms :) 
ul apprehend by perception”, “I apprehend by inference”, “I 
apprehend by comparison”, “I apprehend by verbal testimony”; 
“my knowledge is perceptual’, tmy knowledge 1s inferential”, 
“my knowledge is comparison-acquired”, “my knowledge is 
verbal”; that all these are known distinctly when they are 
known from their definitions offered, viz. “the knowledge 
resulting from sense-object contact”, etc. 

(Even assuming all these). is this apprehension, having per- 
ception ètc. for its object, derived ftom some source of valid 
knowledge different (from perception cte, i.e. the sources of 
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knowledge acknowledged by Gautama himself), or is it without 
any need of pramana? What actually is the distinguishing feat- 
ure of the two alternatives ? 

‘Sutra 17 : (Objection) If the knowledge of pramanazs is 

determined by some praména,then it results in the assurap~ 

tion of some instrument of valid knowledge other than 

(those admitted by Gautama). /fii, 1.17// 
Bhasya : (Objection) If perception ete. are apprehended by some 
pramana, then the pramdna by which these are apprehended, 
being another pramana, leads to the admission of some promana 
other than (the recognised ones). Thus (Gautama) hints at an 
infinite regress (in the following form) : this other pramana is to 
be apprehended by another pramdna and this another pramana 
by a still other ane—and so on. Such an infinite regress is in- 
admissible, because it has no logical justification, 

This being so, will it be admitted that (perception etc. are) 
apptehended without any additional pramana ? 

Shira 18°: (Objection continued) EH no additional pramana 

is admitted (for the apprehension of perception etc.), 

then let the apprehension of the prameya-s be same as the 

apprehension of praména-a tie. let the prameya-s as well 

be apprehended without any pramdna like perception 

etc.) -fii 1.18// 

Bhasya (Objection continued) If the apprehension of percep- 
tion etc. be without any special pramana, then let there be in the 
apprehension of the self also no special pramdna, because the two 
cases are not different. Thus results the denial of all pramdna-s. 

That is why (Gautama) says— 

Stra 19 : (Answer) No. Because these (i.e. perception 

etc.) are apprehended in the same way as the light of a 

lamp. }/ii,, 1.197/ 

Bhasya: As for example, the light of the lamp, which is an 
auxiliary cause of perception, is itself an instrument of know- 
ledge in the perception of the visible objects and it is appre- 
hended aver again by another instrument of valid perceptual 
knowledge, viz. its contact with the eyes. (The lamp) is in- 
ferred to be a cause of visual perception, because the presence 
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and absence of the lamp are followed by the presence. and 
absence of visual perception. Further, (the lamp) is known to 
be (the cause of visual perception) also from verbal testimony, 
(As it is advised) “the lamp is to be taken up in darkness.” 
Tn this way, perception ctc. are apprehended by perception etc. 
as is observed in actual cases. However, the senge-organe are 
inferred from the apprehension of the respective objects by 
them. The objects of the senses are apprehended by percep- 
tion. The sense-object contact is inferred by the probans in the 
form of obstruction (avarana), The knowledge resulting from 
sense-object contact is, like pleasure etc. apprehended. from 
the peculiar conjunction of the self with mind and from the 
relation of inherence with the self. Similarly, the different 
pramdna-s are to be separately explained, Just as the light of 
the lamp, after. being itself perceived, becomes instrumental to 
the perception of other visible objects and attains ‘the status of 
both the object as well as the cause of visual perception’ (driya- 
darsana-vyavastha}, so also something, in spite of being an abject 
of knowledge, acquires the status of both an instrument as well 
asthe object of valid knowledge by virtue-of its producing 
knowledge. Thus, the apprchension of perception etc, are 
effected through perception etc. as actually observed and not 
by any separate pramana, nor without the instrumentality ‘of 
any pramana whatsoever. 

It cannot be argued, “it (perception) cannot be apprehen- 
ded by itself”, because the general definition is applicable to 
various objects (iz. the general definition of perception is appli- 
cable to all the factors producing the perceptual knowledge). 
(Objection) It is illogical that perception etc. are apprehended 
by perception etc. themselves, because the apprehension of 
something is due to something else, (Answer) No; the general 
definition is applicable tó various objects. The definition of 
perception is applicable to various factors. Among these, one 
is apprehended by another and as such there is nothing illegiti- 
mate (about it). Similar is the case of inference etc., egu, frorn 
the water fetched is apprehended the water of the tank. . 

Again, (the objection is untenable because the characteris- 
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tics of the apprehender and the apprehended) are observed (at 


the same time) both in the self and the mind. (In knowledge 
like) “I am happy”, “I am unhappy”, is found the apprehen- 
sion of the same knower by itself. In (the s#irai. 1. 16) “the 
absence of simultaneous cognitions is the probans for the in- 
ference of mind”, the same mind is inferred by itself: (In these 
two cases) there is-identity of the knower and the identity of 
the apprehender and the apprehended. 

If it is objected that (in the cases of the self and the mind: 
apprehending themselves) there are involved other factors, (our 
answer is) the same point (applies to all cases of apprehension); 
(To the objection that) the knower does not know the self 
without the aid of other factors or that the mind is not appre- 
hendéd- by the ‘mind without the aid of other factors, four 
answer is) the same point (applies to all cases of apprehension). 
In the case of the apprehension of perception etc. through 
perception ètc., no distinctive feature presents ieself(i.2. the same 
point raised by the objector applies to all cases of perception), 

It cannot be logically claimed that there is anything outside 
the objects of perception etc. [i.2. whatever exists is the object 
of any of the four pramdna-s]. Had there been any kind of 
object which cannot be an object of-perception etċ., i.e. which 
cannot be apprehended by perception etc., [only] for the appre- 
hension of that an additional pramaza would have ‘been postula- 
ted. But since such kind of object cannot be pointed to by 
anybody [it is to be admitted] that all these objects—both 
positive (sat) and negative (asaij—must be apprehendéd by 
perception etc., as these are actually observed. Without referr- 
ing to any special ground, some offer the instance [of the lamp] 
alone—unconnected with any real probans—for proving the 
probandum, [Thus it may be claimed] “Just as the light of a 


Jarap is apprehended without the aid of another lamp, so also, 


the instruments of valid knowledge are apprehended without 
the aid of any other instrument of valid knowledge.” . Such an 


instance is— 
Sūtra 20 : Irregular [i.e. cannot prove the probandum), 
because. in certain cases 15 observed the want of the need 
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{of another pramana} and in certain cases is observed the 

need [of another pramāņa). (In the case of the apprchen- 

sion of the lamp, there is no need of any further lamp; 

whereas in the case of the apprehension of a jar, there is 

the definite need of a pramana). |} it 1.20 ii Dji 
Bhasya : Just as this point (prasonga) {viz. Bg instance of the 
lamp] is offered to prove the apprehension of he: pec 
of knowledge [without the aid of any further pramana\ yante 
of the observed want of need [in the case of the lamp], similarly 
it [viz, the instance of the lamp] may 2 well be offered S 
prove the apprehension of the objects of valid knowledge (with- 
aut the aid of any pramfna), because there is nothing to differen- 
tiate between the two Cases. Just as in the case of ihe appre- 
hensjon of the colour of the cooking pot ‘eS the light of the 
lamp is resorted to for apprehending the object of knowledge, 
similarly it (ie. some pramdna) should be resorted to for ii 
hending the iastruments of valid knowledge alsa, because there 
ïs nothing to differentiate between the two cascs, Thus id 
mere instance unaccompanied by the mention ə: any rea 
ground, becomes irregular, because it is admissible in Tii ee 
i.e. in the case of the apprehension of a pramina) aoe inadmi- 
sible in another (i.e. in the case of the ReEDceh easing of he 
objects of valid knowledge}. The instance, being appropriate 
for merely one of the cases, is irregular because there is no defi- 

f nd, 
inia Last ground is mentioned, the xeutetion BEL 
abovè) will be untenable because of the resulting regularity of 
‘(the instance} to one of the alternatives. An moana accom- 
panied by the mention of a'speciñic ground, being invariably 
connected with one of the alternatives, cannot be Hresianed 
This being so, the refutation (that the instance is) irregular, 
ntenable. 

eee be objected that if perception ete. are apprehended 
through perception ete., there results infinite regress because ag 
activities of practical life are based on the knowledge of the 
objects rightly known and the causes thereof Gs of the ge 
ledge). The activities in practical life relating to the attain- 


Nyāya-sūtra ij: 1.21 89 


ment of virtue (dharma), wealth (artha), pleasure (sukha) and 
liberation (afaverga)—as well as (relating to) the avoidance of 
their opposites—are successfully carried-on by one who acquires 
the knowledge of the objects rightly known and the causes 
thereof (i.e. of the knowledge) in the following form : “I appre- 
hend by perception”, “I apprehend by inference”, “I appre- 
hend by comparison” and “I apprehend by verbal testimony”; 

again, “my knowledge is perceptual”, “my knowledge is infe- 

rentia)”, “my knowledge is comparison-acquired” and ‘my 

knowledge is verbal.” Now, these activities are fulfilled only 

by this much and there is not-any other form of activity indica- 

tive of an infinite regress, being compelled by which one takes 
resort to an infinite regress. 

Here ends the section on thé critical examination of gramana in general 
(pramfna- saminya-parik $4-prokarana) 


HI. CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF PERCEPTION 


_ Bhagya: After the critical cxamination o' the premdna-s in 
their general aspect, (Gautama) examines these in their specific 
form. Of these— 

Sūtra 22; (Objection) The definition of perception is 
untenable, because of the incomplete statement (of all 
the causes thereof). /f ii. 1.21 // 
Bhasya : Because, the contact of the mind with the self—which 
is one of the causes (of perception)—is not mentioned. 
(Objection explained) The quality resulting from conjunction 
cannot be produced in a substance which is not conjoined. The 
contact of the mind with the self is a cause (of perception) 
because knowledge is found to be produced (in the self from it). 
The contact of the mind (with the sense-organ) is also a cause 
{of perception), because, if the sense-object contact is viewed 
as the cause of perceptual knowledge independent of the contact 
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of the mind (with the sense), then the cognitions will arise simul- 
taneously. Now, this stra (ùe. the succeeding one) is explained 
here beforehand. 

Sūtra 22: (Objection continued) There can be no percep- 

tion in the absence of the contact between the self and 

the mind. // ii. 1.22 // 

Bhaisya : There can be no perception in. the absence of the con- 
tact between the self and the mind, just as (there can be no 
perception) in the absence of the sense-object contact. 

It is claimed by some that (the sense-object contact) becomes 
the cause (of perception), because the production of perceptual 
knowledge is found to be preceded by the presence of the senge- 
object contact. 

Sūtra 23 : But then (i.e. assuming mere sense-object con- 

tact to be the cause of perception), direction (dik), place 

(dea), time (kala) and ‘empty space’ (akata) would also 

be so (i.e. would be the causes of perception) // ii. 1.23 // 
Bhdsya : Since in the presence of direction etc. there results 
perceptual knowledge, let these also be (considered) the causes 
(thereof). Perceptual knowledge is produced (in the presence 
of direction etc.) though these are not causes, because their 
présence is unavoidable. Though direction etc. are not the 
causes of perceptual knowledge, still perceptual -knowledge 
must arise when direction etc. are present, because it is not 
possible.to avoid the presence ‘of direction etc. If direction etc. 
are‘claimed to be the causes (of perceptual kriowledge), then 
some specific ground for this must be stated (in the following 
form) : direction etc: are the causes of perceptual knowledge 
because of such and such consideration. 

With regard to the claim that thé contact of the self with the 
mind should also be mentioned (in the definition of perception) 

itis said— . 

Sūira 24: Answer) There is no exclusion (anavarodha}ol the, 

self, because knowledge is its specific mark. (It is shown 

that knowledge is a probans for the inference of the self 
and this implies that the contact of the self with the 
mind is 4 cause of all forms of knowledge.) //ii. 1.24// 
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Bhāşya : Knowledge is a specific mark (i.e. a probans for the in- 
ference) of the self, because it is a quality inhering init. The 
quality resulting from conjunction cannot be produced in a 
substance which is not conjoined. 
Sitra 25 ; (Answer continued) (There is no exclusion of 
the) mind because its specific. mark is the absence of 
simultaneous cognitions. (That the contact with mind 
is a cause of perceptual knowledge is already implied by 
the assertion that the mind is inferred from the absence 
of simultaneous cognitions.) //i1. 1.25/] 
Bhasya : The word exclusion (anavarodha) is carricd over to this 
silra, From the assertion that ‘the absence of the occurrence 
of simultaneous cognitions is a probans for the inference of the 
mind” (Nydya-siitra ii, 1.16) follows :that only when accompa- 
nied by the contact of the mind with the sense, the sense-object 
contact is a cause of (perceptual) knowledge. 
Sätra 26 ; (Answer continued) The sense-object contact 
is mentioned in so many words, because it is the (specific) 
cause of perceptual knowledge.. /jii. 1.26// 
Bhasya : The contact, of the self with the mind is the common 
cause of perceptual, inferential, comparison. acquired and 
verbal knowledge. However, the specific cause of perceptual 
knowledge alone is the sensc-object contact. Because of this 
speciality it is mentioned (in the sifva defining perceptions). 
Sutra 27: [Answer continued] [The sense-object contact 
is specifically mentioned in the definition of perception] 
because even the knowledge of a person asleep and of.a 
person. inattentive are due to the sense-object contact. 
[lc is found that the knowledge of even the person asleep 
or inattentive is. due to sense-object contact and this 
shows the primacy of the sense-object contact in percep- 
tion; hence this alone is mentioned}. /fii. 1.27// 
Bhasya : (In the sara) is mentioned the sense-object contact and 
not the contact of the self with the mind, A person goes to sleep 
after deciding-upon a particular time for waking-up; he wakes 
up (in time) because of his decision: When, however, a loud 
sound and a violent push are the causes of waking up, the know- 
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ledge relating to the waking up of the. person asleep results. 
from sense-object contact. At that time there is no primacy of 
the contact of the self with mind. {The primacy) of what then ? 
Of the sense-object contact. Because at that time, the self, 
without having any desire for knowledge, does not lead the 
mind (to acquire such knowledge) through motivation. 

Sometimes a person, whose mind is preoccupied with a diff- 
erent object and who is desirous of knowing something else 
because of his conscious resolution, knows that something else 
by way of relating the sense with the mind which is led by 
motivation. When, however, he is without any conscious 
resolution, without any desire of knowledge and is inattentive, 
acquires the knowledge of an object suddenly presented before 
him—in such a case there is the primacy of the sense-object 
contact, Because at that time he is not, being desirous of hav- 
ing that knowledge, guiding his mind through motivation. 

Therefore, the sense-object contact is; to be mentioned be- 
cause it is primary, and not the contact of the self with the 
mind because that is secondary, 

Another ground for the primacy of the .sense-object contact 
is— 

Sūtra 28+ (Answer continued) The different perceptions 

are (differently) designated by the senses and their 

objects. /} ii. 1. 28 J} 
Bhasya : The different perceptions are differently designated 
by the senses and their objects. How? “Onesmells with the 
olfactory sense”, “one sees with the visual sense” and ‘one 
tastes with the gustatory sense.” {Again}, “the olfactory per- 


ception”, “the visual perception” and “the gustatory percep- 
tion,” (Again), “che perception of smell’, “the perception of 
colours” and “the perception of taste.” Five forms of percep- 


tion (are spoken of) because of there being five specific external 
senses and their respective objects. Therefore is the primacy 
of the sense-object contact (in perception). 

(Objection) You assert, “the mention of the sense-object 
contact is necessary and not the contact of the self with the 
mind. Why ? Because even the knowledge of a person asiecp 
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and of a person inattentive are duc to the scns¢-object contact.” 
Such an assertion is—. 

Sitra 29; (Objection) Llogical, because of being contra- 

dicted, Jf ii. 1, 29 Jj 
Bhasya : (Objection explained) If you do not admit that 
the contact of the self with mind is never the cause of know- 
ledge, then there results contradiction with {your thesis) that 
the absence of the occurrence of simultaneous cognitions is a 
probans for the inference of the mind, Now, the sense-object 
contact becomes independent of the contact with the mind and 
if the sense-object contact does not depend on the contact with 
the mind then there results the objection of the occurrence of 
simultaneous cognitions. To avoid the contradiction, if the 
contact of the self with the mind is admitted to be the cause of 
all knowledge, then it (viz. the objection) remains in tact, ie 
the mention of the contact’ of the self with the mind is 
necessary because of its being a cause of knowledge, 

Sutra 30: (Answer) No (i.e. there is no contradiction), 

because of ‘the predominance of the specific object’ 

(artha-visesa-pravalya), jj ii.1. 30 J} 

Bhajya : (Answer) There is no contradiction. It is not dented 
that the contact of the self with the mind is a cause of 
knowledge. (Only) the primacy of the sense-object contact is 
indicated, Because of the predominance of the objects, some- 
times arises the knowledge of a person asleep or of a person 
inattentive. The ‘specific object’ (artha-visesa) means any 
object of the senses, Its predominance (pravalya) means pro- 
minence (livvald) and coerciveness (patuia). The predominance 
of a specific object is related to the sense-object contact and 
not specially related to the contact of the self with the mind. 
Tence is the primacy of the sense-object contact, 

The contact of the mind is also a cause of thé knowledge 
resulting from sgense-object contact even in the absence of a 
resolution and in the absence of thoughtful consideration of a 
person asleep or a person inattentive. Therefore is to be men- 
tioned the cause that makes the mind active. 

Just as the knower has motivation ag that which activates 
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the mind—which (motivation) is produced by desire and which 
is a quality of the selfso also it will have to be-admitred that 
there must be an independent quality of the)self (viz. adrsta), 
which will be the common cause of al! objects and will be 
produced by motivation and evil and which, moreover, forces 
the mind to come in conjunction with the sense. If the mind 
ig-not activated by it, then from the resulting absence of con- 
tact there will.be no knowledge and as such its characteristic 
of being. the cause of everything ceases to be. But it will have 
to be admitted that this quality (viz. adrsia) is the cause of 
substance, quality and action; otherwise there. remains no other 
agent’to activate the four kinds of atoms—the minutest parts 
of the material elements—as well'as the minds and as such the 
body, the senses and the objects will not come into being. Bur 
this is absurd. i l 
Sūtra 31 : (Objection) Perception is not different from 
inference, because (perceptual): knowledge results from 
apprehension ofa (mere) part. // ii-.1. 31 jf 
Bhasya : (Objection explained) The knowledge in the form 
—«this is a lree—arising from the sense-object ‘contact i8 
called a perception. Butitis nothing but inference. Why ? 
Because the apprehension of the tree is due to the apprehension 
of a (mere) part (of the tree). A person apprehends the tree 
by perceiving only a part of the, tree which is in front of him, 
But this part itself is not the entire tree. Therefore, this is like 
the case of a person inferring fire from the perception of smoke. 
But what, apart from the part perceived, is inferred here ? 
According to those who view an object to be (nothing but) an 
assemblage of its constituent parts (t.e. atoms), what is inferred 
is the group of the other (t.e. unseen) constituent parts (ië: 
atoms). According to those who view-an object as.a whole to 
be something over and above the constituent parts, what are’ 
inferred are the other constituent parts (i e. atoms) as well. as 
the whole (which’stands over and above the parts). 
(Vatsyayana proceeds to show the fallaciousness of the 
objection in both its forms.) For those viewing the object to 
be nothing but, the assembjage of parts, from the perception 
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of.some of the parts there cannot be the knowledge of the tree, 
because like the- perceived parts the other unseen parts do not 
constitute the tree. Ifit is argued that when from the percep- 
tion of some of the-parts are inferred the other parts and from 
the (eventual) recollection (pratisandhana) of these together there 
resulta the-knowledge of the tree, (the answer is that) in that 
case the knowledge of the tree should not be (considered) as an 
inferential one. For those viewing the object to be something 
over and above the constituent parts, the object asa whole 
cannot be inferred, because there is no knowledge of the object 
as a’whole being related to the observed constituent parts. If 
claimed (that the object as a whole) is apprehended then it 
(ie. the whole) is not-the object of inference, because of the 
absence of any difference (between the knowledge of some of 
the constituent parts and the knowledge of the whole). There- 
fore, the knowledge of the tree is not inferential. 

The inferential. character.of perception is sought to be shown 
on the basis of the knowledge of the parts. But thac is— 

Siilra 32: (Answer) Not possible, because (at least) some 

of the parts-are apprehended through perception. 

jä. 1.32 ff 

Bhasya : Perception is not inference. Why? Because the 
knowledge (of the parts observed) is due to perception. The 
apprehension of the parts which-is assumed to be the basis (of 
the inference) is itself.an apprehension due to perception. No 
apprehension is without an object. The parts, as far as these 
are revealed by that knowledge, are to be acknowledged as its 
object and these parts prove the independent existence of per- 
ception. What can be the object there apart from the parts 
(perceived)? The whole (over and above the parts) or the 
assemblage (of the constituent. parts)? This apprehension of 
the parts cannottbe considered inferential, because there is no 
ground for proving that. 

The (alleged) inferential.character of perception is disproved 
on other considerations also, because inference is preceded by 


perception. Inference is preceded by perception, because only 
one who previously apprehended fire and smoke as related to 
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each other can infer fire from the perception of smoke. There 
is no possibility of inference without ‘the perceptual knowledge 
of the probans and the probandum as related to each other as 
well as the perceptual knowledge of the probans itself. These 
two cognitions cannot be inferential, because they result from 
sense-object contact. Inference is never due to the contact of 
the'sense with the object to be inferred. ‘This. basic difference 
between the nature of perception and inference is to be clearly 
noted. 

{The objector cannot claim that) there is perception of the 
mere parts (and not of the tree as a whole), because there exists 
the whole (over and above the parts) (avayavi-sadbhavat). The 
perception is not of the knowledge of the mere parts. Of what 
then ? There arises the perceptual knowledge of the mere parts 
as well as of the whole as related to the constituent parts. 
Why? Because of the existence of the whole. here actually 
exists the whole over and above the parts. Now, the want of 
the perception of the whole—which: (whole) has for its locus 
the parts and which satisfies the conditions of being perceived— 
cannot be proved when there is perception of the parts, 

(Objection) (The whole cannot be perceived) because of the 
non-awareness of the totality (krisna). (Answer) No, because 
of the absence of any part which ig not a cause of the whole. 

(Objection elaborated) The parts are not apprehended in 
their totality, because some of the parts are themselves separa- 
ted from some others. The whole also is not apprehended in 
its totality, because it does not exhaust itself only in the parts 
which are apprehended, (This being so, the objection) that 
there is the perception af parts only remains sustained. 

(Answer elaborated) The word totality (Aytsna) is used to 
mean the inexhaustibleness of many things and the word non- 
totality (a-krisaa) is used to mean the exhaustiblencss of many 
things. There is the apprehension of non-totality with regard 
to many parts, because apprehension is possible when therc is 
no obstruction and apprehension is not possible when there is 
obstruction. But, O you objector, please answer when we ask 
the question : ‘What precisely about the whole (which we view 
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as) being apprehended, do you consider to remain unapprehen- 
ded, (which consideration) leads you to assert the ia NA 
of mere parts ?” 

(The circumstance of some parts remaining unappreherded 
does not prove that the whole also remains unapprehended), 
Because there is no part which is not a cause of the whole. 
(That is, the parts themselves are the causes of the whole). The 
peculiar characteristic of the whole cannot be present in the 
parts. The peculiar characteristic of it (i.e. of whole) is that it 
is apprehended along with the parts which are perceived be- 
cause of their contact with the sense and that it is not appre- 
hended’ along with the parts which are not apprehended bê- 
cause of obstruction. ‘Theré is no difference (of the whole) on 
account of this (i.e. on account of the apprehension of the non- 
totality). (In other words, the whole is different from its parts. 
The parts are’ innumerable. Of these parts, some may be 
apprehended and some may remain unapprehended. This 
leads us to accept a difference between the parts apprehended 
and the parts unapprehended. Buc this makes no difference 
for-the whole, which is unique and as auch cannot be charac- 
terised either as the totality or as the mere parts. If it is once 
apprehended along with the parts apprehended, there remains 
no question of the whole remaining unapprehended on account 
of the other parta being unapprehended). 

{As against the Buddhist view denying the existence of the 
whole apart from the parts, Vatsyayana asks] Is the tree mere- ` 
ly an assemblage of the various parts or is it (the result of ) a 
specific form of conjunction (of these parts)? In both the 
alternatives, there can be no knowledge of the tree, Is the tree 
a mere assemblage of different parts, viz. the root, trunk, bran- 
ches and leaves? Or is it (the result of )a specific form of 
conjunction of these parts ? In both the alternatives, there can 
be no knowledge of the tree as a whole, because all the parts 
cannot be apprehen@ed due to the obstruction of some of the 
parts by some others. The specific form of conjunction also 
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cannot be apprehended, because of the non-awareness of all 
the parts in which the conjunction inheres. Therefore, the. 
perception of the tree resulting from the perception of some of 
its parts can only be explained (by assuming) the origination of 
a different entity (viz. the whole known as the tree, which stan- 
ds over and above the parts) and not (by assuming) a mere 
assemblage. 
Here ends the section on.the critical examination of perception 


(pratyak sa-portis2-prakaraiia) 
IV, CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF ‘THE WHOLE’ 


Sūtra 33 : (Objection) There is doubt about the existence 
of the whole (avayavin, i.e. the whole standing over and 
above the parts), because it (że. the whole) is ‘not yet 
proved’ (sadhya). jfii. 1.337) 
Bhäşya : (Objection) The ground referred to by the expression 
«because of the existence of the whole” (avayazi-sadbhavdt) (i-es 
as-oocurring in the preceding bhdsya); is not a valid ground, 
because it (the whole) is yet ‘to be proved. It is yet to be 
proved that an entity (viz. the whole) distinct (from the parts 
thernselves) is produced by the causes (i.e. the constituent parts). 
That is, this has not yet been logically demonstrated. Thus, 
“there is.the knowledge of two contradictory assertions (viz. “the 
whole exists’ and “the ‘whole does. not exist”) and from this. 
knowledge of the contradictory assertions there results the doubt 
about the (existence of the) whole. ; 
Sūtra 34,.{Answer) If the existence of the whole: (avayavin) 
is denied, then there can be no knowledge.of anything. 
jiä. 1.34)} 
Bhasya,: (Answer) 1f the whole dots not éxist, everything will 
remain unknown.. What is meant here by everything ? Subs- 
tance, quality, activity, universal, particularity and inherence. 
But how (are we to understand that; without admitting the 
whole everything remains unknown) ? The (mere) assemblage 
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of the atoms cannot be the object of visual sense, because the 
atoms are imperceptible, (In your view) there is no other entity 
in the form of the whole, which can be the object of the visual 
sense, But these substance etc. are apprehended as the object 
of the visual sense. Therefore, they cannot be apprehended 
without having any real basis, But (substance etc.) are perceiv- 
ed in the form : “this jar-is black; is one; is big; is conjoined; 
is vibrating; is existing and is made of earth.” And (also in the 
form) “the quality etc. exist? Therefore, from the perception 
of everything we observe that there is a distinct entity (known 
as the whole). 

Sitra 35°: (Answer continued) Also from being gripped 

(dhérana) and pulled (@karsana) (is proved the existence 

of the whole as distinct from the aggregate of partas or 

atoms). // ii. 1, 35 /) i 
Bhäsya : (Answer) The whole is an entity distinct (from the 
aggregate of atoms, because things like the tree can be gripped 
and pulled): 

(Vatsyayana raises a possible objection against this argument 
and refutes it. The objection is :) The cause of being gripped 
and pulled is the collectivity (samgraha) (of the atoms). Collec- 
tivity implies a distinct quality coexisting with conjunction and 
produced by viscosity (sneha) and fluidity (dravaive). (E.g., the 
quality produced) in the unbaked jar due to the conjunction 
of water and in the’ baked jar due to the conjunction of fire. 
Had (the peculiarity of being gripped-and-pulled) been due to 
ihe whole, then it would have been possible even in the case of 
a handful of dust-etc. (Further,in your view) in the cases of 
grass, pebble and wood, lumped together with lac, there would 
have been ho (possibility of being gripped and pulled) because 


in this case no distinct entity is produced: Now, what question 


are you going ta put to those who deny the existence of the 
whole and, in defence of perception, admit the aggregate itself 
tò be the object of perception ? 

(Answer) The question to be asked is: what exactly is the 
object of knowledge when it (ie. the knowledge) takes the form 
“this is one single substance?” Does this knowledge of one 
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single substance reveal one object or a multiplicity of objects ? 
(If it is assumed that) it reveals one single substance, then the 
whole will be proved from the admission of a distinct entity (as 
the object of that perceptual knowledge). 

(If it is assumed that) it reveals a multiplicity of objects, 
then the knowledge of one single substance cannot belong to 
such a multiplicity of objects. The self. contradictory RRON- 
ledge, viz, ‘this is a single substance” in respect of a multipli- 
city of objects is never observed. 

Sūtra 36 : (Objection) (In spite of there being nothing 

called the whole) we have the perception of the (aggre- 

gate of atoms) like (the perception of) the army or the 
forest. (Answer) This is not possible, because ‘atoms are 

(intrinsically) imperceptible. }/ i, 1,36 }} 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just`as in the case of the army-units (sendn- 
ga) (viz. the elephant-riders, cavalry, charioteers and infantry) 
and in the case of the forest-units (vandnga) (viz. the groups of 
trees constituting the forest}, where the peréeption of individual 
differences is not possible due to distance, we have knowledge 
in the form : “this is one” (viz. “this is an army” and “this is a 
forest’). Similarly, when the atoms are collected together and 
the individual difference of each is not perceived, we have the 
apprehension in the form : “this is a singlé object”. 

(Answer) The individual differences of the army-units and 
forest-units are not perceived from a distance because of the 
presence of some special cause; nevertheless the individual 
differences of these are perceived (in the absence of the specific 
cause preventing their perception). For example, im the case 
of the forest, though the differences among the species are ptf- 
ceptible, these are not perceived as palata or khadwa from a 

distance. Similarly, (in the case of the individual trees) though 
the movements {of leaves and branches) are perceptible, yet 
these are not perceived from a distance. Thus, there is, “the 
wrong perception that this is one’ (bhakla eka-buddhi) only in 
objects (intrinsically) perceptible when their individual diffe- 
yences are not perceived (due to some specific cause, viz. dis- 
tance). But there can be no such wrong perception in the case 


Ny4ya-sintra ii. 1.36 101 


of the atoms as: “this is one’. Bceause the atoms are intrinsi- 
cally imperceptible, (though the objector wrongly clatms) that 
the individual differences of these are unperceived simply be- 
cause of the presence of some specific cause. 

The question being. examined is: Is the aggregate of the 
atoms the real object of the ‘knowledge of oneness in a thing’ 
(eka-buddhz) or is it not so ? (The objector may claim) that the 
army-units and the forest-units are nothing but aggregates of 
atoms. (Our answer is)that it is illogical to cite as an instance a 
phenomenon underinvestigation, ‘because it is yet to be proved’ 
(sddhyatvat). (Tae objector may claim), it is an observed fact. 
(We answer) No; because its object is to be critically established. 
Even though you consider that because of the non-awareness 
of individual differences, the army-units and forest-units are 
found to be apprehended as single units and that the observed 
fact cannot be denied—still the case is not so, because its (i.e. 
of the knowledge) object is to be critically established, The 
nature of the object -of what is observed is-being examined. 
(That is, the real implication of) ‘the knowledge of oneness in 
a thing’ (eka-buddhi) is being examined. The mere knowledge 
(of oneness in an object) cannot prove either of the alternatives, 
namely, that the object of that knowledge is an independent 
entity or that it is an aggregate of atoms. 

Again, because-of the multiplicity of the atoms and more- 
over because of the absence of the knowledge of individual 
‘differences, their apprehension as one single entity is the know- 
ledge of something as something else, like the knowledge of a 
person ina pillar. (Objection) So what? (Answer) Since the 
knowledge of something as something else (ie. erroneous or 
secondary knowledge) presupposes a primary knowledge 
(ie. the knowledge of something as it is=valid knowledge), 
it (ie. the erroneous knowledge of something as something else) 
proves the existence of the primary knowledge. In the case of 
the knowledge of a person in a pillar, which is the primary 
knowledge ? ‘I'he knowledge of the person as the person; only 
when there is such a primary knowledge, there can be (the 
secondary or crraneous) knowledge of a person in a pillar from 
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the apprehension of the similarity (of the pillar) with a person. 
Similarly, the (secondary or erroncous) knowledge of oneness 
‘in a multiplicity of objects (i.e. in the atoms) is possible from 
the apprehemion of oneness only when there is the primary 
knowledge (of oneness). But this primary knowledge is not 
possible (in the Buddhist view), because’of the absurdity of the 
non-awareness of everything. Therefore, this perception of 
non-difference in the form “ihis is one”, is actually a percep- 
tion. of a single object (i.e. of the whole). ; 

(The Buddhists may argue that) the primary knowledge will 
be the knowledge of non-difference in respect of the object of 
another sense-organ (viz. the perception of sound by the audi- 
tory sense). (Answer) No; in the absence of a specific , ground 
the example cited is of no use. 

(Objection-elaborated) In respect of the secondary or erro- 
neous perception of one in the many, the primary knowledge is 
the perception of oneness in respect of sound, which is one and 
is the object of the auditory sense. 

(Answer elaborated) Even if this be 80, hehe | use of the exam- 

ple is not legitimate, because there is no specific ground. (Even 
granting this example, there will be the question): “Is the 
knowledge of oneness in the aggregate of atoms like the know- 
ledge of a person in-a pillar—the knowledge of something as 
something else—or is it the knowledge of something’ as it is, 
because the object known is really the same as the way in which 
it is known, just as sound is known as one because of its one- 
ness?” In the absence of the mention of any specific ground, 
the two alternatives result only in-doube. 

Like the jar, smell, etc. (as viewed by the opponent)are mere 
aggregates ‘of atoms and as such smell etc, cannot be used as 
examples. (The objector) is to be further questioned regarding 
the knowledge of quality, conjunction, movement; universal 
and particularity. Inthe case of these cognitions also, there 
will be the same problem. : 

The knowledge of oneness is the knowledge:of something as 
it is (że. a valid or primary knowledge). There .is specific 
ground for this (assertion), because (the knowledge of oneness) 
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is coexistent with the knowledge of ‘the perceptible magnitude’ 
(mahal). The two cognitions, viz. ‘this is one” and “this is 
of perceptible magnitude”, are possible with respect to the 
same object and as such are coexistent. From this follows that 
whatever is of perceptible magnitude is one, 

IF you claim that the knowledge of perceptible magnitude 
is nothing but the knowledge of the plurality of atoms, (then we 
reply) that the knowledge of the perceptible magnitude in ‘the 
atoms, which are iritrinsieally without perceptible magnitude, 
is a knowledge of something as (something else ie. an erroneous - 
knowledge). So what.? The knowledge of something as some- 
thing else, presupposing as it docs.a-primary knowledge, proves 
‘the, existence of a primary knowledge (że. the knowledge of 
something as it is), Therefore, the knowledge of perceptible 
magnitude must be with respect to an object which has percep- 
tible magnitude. = 

The opponent may ‘argue : The primary knowledge iš pro- 
ved by the ‘definite knowledge’ (uyavasdya), viz. ‘sound is 
feeble (anu) and “sownd is loud (mahat). (We answer) No. 
The knowledge (“sound is feeble” or “sound‘is loud”) is the 
mere knowledge of its feebleness or loudness, not an ascertain- 
ment of its physical magnitude as in the case of physical subs 
tances. The knowledge “sound is fecble” is the knowledge of 
its weakness or deficiency. The knowledge “sound is loud” ig 
the knowledge of its strength or conspicuousness. Why ? Because 
there is no ascertainment of physical magnitude (by such know- 
ledge}. No one, while ascertaining that sound is loud, deter- 
mines its physical quantity as is done in the case of the know- 
ledge of vadara, amalaka and vilva etc. (ie. three species of fruits 
with varying magnitudes). (Sound is not an appropriate exam- 
ple, because its feebleness or laudneys is not indicative of physi- 
cal magnitude as in the case of the jar or the fruit). 

Conjunction is apprehended as inhering in two objects in 
the form: “these two are conjoined.” , (Objection) Supposing 
it is claimed that conjunction inheres in two aggregates ? (Vāt- 
syayana asks) What is meant by the aggregate? (Objector) 


‘Supposing we claim that the aggregate is either the many 
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(atoms) grouped together by conjunction or the conjunctions of 
the many grouped together ? (Vatsyayana answers) anes can 
be no knowledge of conjunction as inhering in conjuriction itself. 
In the knowledge these two objects are conjoined”, the aoe 
junction of two conjunctions ig Not apprehended. (Objection) 
Supposing it is claimed that the aggregate ethe: totality of ae 
many? (Answer) No; because the conjunction 18 apprehens e 
as inhering in the two. When there is the apa hennee that 
these two objects are conjoined, the conjunction 18 not Pid ie 
hended 4s irihering in the totality of the many, nor is there the 
knowledge of two separate atoms. Therefore, ae must be admi- 
tred that) the conjunction- inberes in two objects, whith kase 
perceptible magnitude and are the basis of the, characteristic of 
being two. 

The opponent may claim that conjunction is sot an ERR EREES 
dent category, because conjunction is nothing but the limit of 
contiguity which, if violated, one object encroaches pi Lht 
other. (Answer) No; because there is ground for admitting 
conjunction to be an independent category. Conjunction is 
the cause of sound, colour, ete. and movements, ASALIN 
out admitting the emergence of an independent quality sia 
ing in two substances, (the two substances) cannot be conceived 
ay causing sound, colour, etc. and movement. Therefore, it 
(conjunction) ìs an independent quality. Moreover, the KG 
ledge (in the form of the qualifier and the qualified) eye s 
either a separate object or its absence. Se enpi i the 
perceptor has a pair of ear-rings” and “the disciple is ae 
any car-ring”. Ifthe awareness of conjunction does not revea 
a separate object, then it must reveal Phe absence of oe separa: 
te object. Then, (from the point of view of the onhanem peng- 
ing conjunction) is to be mentioned that which is absent i he 
case of the knowledge : “these two substances are conjoined, 
That elsewhere-observed object, the absence of which is indicat- 
ed by this knowledge, 1s to be mentioned. (But the opponent 
will not be able to indicate any such object and as such Sh is 
obliged to admit conjunction as an independent category). 


Since t 


he conjunction 35 apprehended as inhering in two objects: 
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having perceptible magnitude, (it cannot be claimed) as inher- 
ing in atoms. 
(Vatsyayana lastly shows that without the admission of the 
whole, there can be no explanation of the perception of the 
universal). The category known as the universal (āti), which 
is the cause of the ‘continuity of apprehension’ (pratpaya-anuvytii) 
cannot be denied, If it is denied, then there is no explanation 
of the law regulating knowledge. (For example, only because 
of the presence of the universal “cowness”’, we can have the 
continuous apprehension of “the cow” in the different individual 
cows. Similar is the case of continuous apprehension of “the 
horse” in different individual horses. Without the assumption 
of the universal, there can be no explanation of the law regula- 
ting knowledge of.this kind). Since a universal without substra-- 
tum cannot be apprehended, a substratum of the universal has 
got to be mentioned. (Objection) Let it be said that the subs- 
tratum isthe aggregate of atoms, (Answer) But then it will 
have to be specifically stated whether the capability of produc- 
ing the knowledge of the universal belongs to (the aggregate of 
atoms) conjoined with the cye or to (the aggregate of atoms) 
not conjoined with the eye. Is the universal apprehended as 
inhering in the aggregate of atoms which is not conjoined with 
the visual sense or as inhering in an aggregate which is 
conjoined with the visual sense ? If claimed that (the universal) 
is apprehended (as inhering in an aggregate of atoms) which is 
not conjoined (with the visual sense), then there will be the 
absurdity of the perception of even the obstructed aggregate of 
atoms and there would have been the apprehension of the uni- 
versal which inheres in that obstructed aggregate of atoms. If 
claimed that (the universal) js apprehended (as inhering in an 
aggregate of atoms) which is conjoined (with the visual sense), 
chen there will be no perception of the universal, because of the 
absence of conjunction of the visual sense with the (atoms form- 
ing) the middle and other parts (e.g. of the tree}, If claimed 
that the universal is apprehended as inhering in the atoms 
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(which form the portion of the treé,—the portion which is con- 
joined with the visual sense), then only that part.of the aggre- 
gate of atoms will be the substratum of the universal. Thus it 
follows that only that portion of the aggregate of atoms is the 
substratum of the universal, which. being conjoined with the 
visual sense, there results the knowledge of the universal. In 
that case, if there is the perception of one aggregate there will 
result the multiplicity of objects in the same object. Assuming 
this there will be the knowledge of the multiplicity of trees in 
the one aggregate of atoms perceived as the: tree, because all 
the portions of this aggregate of atoms (forming the tree as a 
whole) in which is perceived ‘treeness’ will. themselves become 
trees. (According to the opponent, the tree is only, an aggre- 
gate of atoms. If he further admits that only that*porticn of 
the tree which actually comes in contact with the visual sense 
is the substratum of the universal treeness, he will be led to the 
absurdity of admitting a number of different trees in the same 
tree, inasmuch as the visual sense comes in contact with the 
different parts of the same tree at different times and each of 
these parts, being the substratum of the universal treeness, will 
be equal to a, tree). ‘Therefore, the object of the knowledge of 
the universal being an entity distinct from the mere aggregate 
of atoms, the whole (is.to be admitted) ‘as a distinet entity. 
Here ends the section on the critical examination of ‘the whole’ 
(avayavi-porikst-prokarana) ` 


v. CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF INFERENCE 


Bhasya: The critical examination of perception is over. 
Now inference is being critically examined. 

Sitra 37: (Objéction) Inference is ‘not valid’ (a-pramana) , 

because (in the typical examples of inference) there is 

irregularity (vyabhicãra) due to embankment (rodha), 

damage (upaghdla) and similarity (sédrSya). jf ii. 1.37 j} 
Bhisya : (Objection explained) The expression ‘not valid’ 
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(in the sara) implies the incapacity of determining the. object 
in any òf the three times (7.2. past, present and future). (Thus, 
in the typical examples af inference), the fullness of the river 
may as well be understood as due to embankment; even in 
such a case there may be the wrong inference that the deity 
above has showered. (Similarly) the movement of the ants 
with their eggs may as well’be duc to the damage done to their 
habitation; even in such a case there, may be the wrong infer- 
ence that it is going to shower, (Again) the peacack’s cry may 
as well be imitated by a human being; even in such a case, 
because of the similarity there may be a wrong inference. 
Sūtra 38: (Answer) No (iż. inference is not invalid), - 
because (the probantia for the inference of past rain, 
future rain and present peacock, viz. the fullness of the 
river, the movement of the ants with their eggs and the 
-sound of the peacock's cry respectively) are different 
from (the fullness of the river due to) embankment, {the 
movement of the ants with their eggs due to) fear (trdsa) 
(caused by the damage done to their habitation) and 
(the sound having) similarity (with the peacock’s cry 
„when the human voice imitates it). }/ ii.1.38 // 
Bhasya : (Answer) This is not irregularity of inference, but 
the illusion (abhimana) of inference in what is not an, inference. 
How ? Something not being specifically determined cannot 
be a-real probans. A person observing (in the river) the rain. 
water as different from the water previously existing—the 
swiftness of the current and the floating of profuse foam, fruits, 
leayes and wood, etc.—infers from the fullness of the river that 
the deity above has showered and not from the mere swelling 
ofthe river. There is the legitimate inference “it will rain,” 


only when there is everywhere the movements of the ants with 
their eggs, and not fromastray cases of it. From the absence 
of the knowledge of the specific difference in the form “this is 
not the cry ofa peacock but a sound merely imitating it?’ 
there is the wrong inference (of the present peacock). However, 
for one who can discriminate the real peacock’s cry from the — 
sound merely imitating it, the specific sound of the peacock's 
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cry, when apprehended, becomes the probans (of a right infe- 
rence), àsit happens in the case of the serpents etc. [ie the 
serpent can correctly differentiate the actual sound of a peacock 
from other sounds resembling it and can thus rightly infer the 
presence of the peacock therefrom]. 5 
Therefore, the error is that of one who-(wrongly) infers and 
not of the inferential process itself. In other words, (the error 
is of one who) wants to infér from an unspecified observation a 
specific object which can be proved only by a specific ground. 
Here ends the section on the critical examination of inference 
(anumina-partksa-prakarana } 


VL CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE ‘PRESENT TIME! 


Bhasya s It is asserted (on Nyaya-siitva i.1.5) that inference 
has for its abject things belonging to the three times (i.e. past, 
present and future), because of its capacity for knowing objects 
belonging to the three times. Of these (three times)— 

Sūtra 39 ; (Objection) The present time does not ‘exist, 

because for a falling body is only known (either) the time 

it has already taken to fall (ùe. the past time) or, the 

time it would take to fall further (i.e. the future time). 

“fii 1, 89 ff 

Bhasya : (Objection) For a fruit severed from its stem and 
approaching the graund, the space above (i.e. from the fruit to 
the stern) is space already covered and the time connected with 
it is ‘thé time already taken to fall’ (patitakala-<the past); 
the space below (i.e. from the fruit to the ground) is the 
space yet to be covered and the time connected with itis ‘the 
time it will take to fall further’ (gatitavya-kala=the future). 
There is no third (kind of) space in connection with which 
the present time. can be known (in the form): “tit is falling” 
Therefore, there is nothing called the present time. 

Sūtra #0: [Answer] The denial of the present time 

amounts also to the denial of the other two (viz, past 
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and future), because of ‘their dependence on it (te, 
present), // ii.1.40 }/ 

Bhasya : (Answer) Time is not known in terms of space. 
What then? Time is known in terms of function (is. move- 
ment etc.), e.ġ. in the form : “it is falling.” The time when 
the function of falling terminates is ‘the time already taken to 
fall’ (patita-kéla= past), The time when the function will take 
place is ‘the time of subsequent falling’ (patitanya-kala=future), 
The time when the function is known as actually existing in an 
object is the present time. If a person (ie. the opponent) can- 
not apprehend the function of falling (i.e. present) as residing 
in the object, the destruction or origination of what would be 
left to understand ? ‘The time already taken to fall’ points to 
the movement already ceased and ‘the time of subsequent fall- 
ing’ points to the movement that will come into being in the 
future. In both these times, the object is without movement. 
But when it is said, “it is falling’*,—the object is connected with 
movement. Now, the time in which he (ie. the opponent) 
knows the object as related to movement is the present time. 
The other two tines (7.2, past and future) are dependent on it 
(ie. on the present) and in the absence of it (i.e. of the present, 
the other two times) do not exist. Further— 

Sätra 41 : (Answer continued) The past and future can- 
not be proved by their mutual dependence. {pit l. at yy 
Bhasya : (Answer) If past and future could be proved by their 
mutual dependence, then there would have been the denial of 
the present. But the future cannot be proved by. its depen- 
dence on the past and the past cannot be proved by its depen- 
dence on the future. On what ground? If the present is 
denied then there can be no explanation of (the following ques- 
tions) : How does the past become (the past)? How is the 
future proved by its dependence on the past ? And, how does 
the future become (the future)? You may argue -that (by 
mutual dependence) past and future are proved in the same 
way (in which is proved by mutual reference the pair of contra- 
ries, namely) the long and sbort, the highland and lowland, 
the shadow and light. This is not logical, because of the absence 
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of specific ground. (Mere examples without the mention of logi- 
cal ground cannot prove any thesis. If you seek to establish 
your view on the basis of mere examples, then) counter-cxam- 
ples may be Offered against your examples. Thus, just as colour 
‘and touch; smel} and taste, are proved not by their mutual 
dependence, so also are the past and future. Nothing can be 
proved by its dependence on something else, because in that 
case, in the absence of one ‘will result the absence of the other 
and ‘(as a consequence) both will be absent. If the one is 
proved by its dependence on the. other, then. depending on 
what will the other be proved ? Ifthe other is proved by its 
dependence on the one, then by depending on what wil] the 
one be proved ? In this way, the absence of the one proving 
the absence of the other, there actually results the absence of 
both. 
` The present time is known by the (function, namely, of) ex- 
isting. (For example) the substance exists, the- quality exists, 
the movement exists. For him who does not admit it [t.2. 
present]— 
Sūtra 42: [Answer continued] The denial of the present 
entails the non-apprehension of everything, because of 
the impossibility of perception. // di.1.42 // 
Bhasya : [Answer] Perception results from sense-object con- 
tact. But that which is absent (i.e. belong to the past or future) 
cannot come in contact with the sense. This person (i.e. the 
opponent denying the present) admits nothing as existing in 
the present. [In that case] the cause of perception (viz. the 
sensé-object contact), the object of perception and perceptual 
‘knowledge itself—none of these can be admitted. In the 
absence of the possibility of perception, infererice and verbal 
testimony, which are preceded by it (i.e. by perception) cannot 
be admitted. (Comparison - ‘isnot separately mentioned here, 
evidently because it rests on an.initial: verbal testimony). The 
denial of all pramdga-s results in the non-apprehension' of every- 
thing. 
The present time is apprehended in two ways. In some 
-cases, it is known by the existence of the object, For example, 
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the substance exists. In some othér cases, it is known by a 
series of actions, For cxample, one is cooking, one is cutting. 
By a series.of actions is meant a number of different actions 
having the same goal or the repetition of the same movements.. 
In.the case of cooking, wé have different actions-leading to the 
same goal. [The different actions are] placing the cooking- 
pot oh the oven, pouring water into the pot, putting rice into 
it, placing fuel under the oven, lighting the fire, stirring with 
the ladle (dart), draining the fluid and taking down the pot, 
In the case of cutting, there is repetition of the same moves 


ments. One is said to'be cutting (the wood) when one repea- 


tedly raises the axe and strikes the wood. Now, the thing 
which is being cooked or which is being cut is being accom- 
plished. (In other words, things being cooked or being cut, 
attain existence because of their relation to.the present time.) 
In respect of the thing related to present movement— 
Sūtra #3.; (Answer continued) There being the appre- 
hension of past action and future. action, the present 
time is known in two ways. // ii, 1. 43 7/ 


Bhājya : (Answer) The time yet to come (ie. future) is 


(indicated by) a series of actions which has not yet started but 
the performance of which is contemplated. For example, one 
is going to cook. The past time is (indicated by) the cessation 
of a series of actions the design.of which is fulfilled. For exam- 
ple, one has cooked. The present time (is indicated by) a 
series of actions which is just started. For example, one is 
cooking. 

The characteristic of having been already accomplished 
belongs to (the action) that has ceased, The characteristic of 
being yet to be performed belongs to (the action) under con- 
templation. The characteristic of. being performed belongs.to. 
(the action): which is actually. existing. By the apprehension 
of the present time in the form. ‘one is cooking” or “some- 
thing is being cooked’’—is apprehended the threc times (ie. 


past, future and present) collectively existing in the series of 


actions. What is referred to here is the continuity of the series 
of actions and neither its beginning nor (its cessation). 
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Thus the present is apprebended i both ways, namely, as 
being related to and also as being-unrelated to the past and the 
future. The present time is revealed by the existence of an 
object (i.e. without being related to the past and the future) in 
the oase of (the knowledge) “the substance exists.” The present 
time is revealed as being related to the three times in the case 
(of the knowledge) “one is cooking” or <‘one is cutting”, which 
is expressive of the continuity of the series of actions. 

In common conversation when the sense of (temporal) con- 
tiguity etc. is sought to be conveyed (i.e. “I am just here,” «I 
start tomorrow,” etc.) we are to understand various other 
expressions revealing the present time; Therefore, the present 
time exists. 


Here ends the section on the critical examination of the ‘present time’ 
(vartamuna-partk sa prakarana) 


Vil CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF COMPARISON 
Sutra 44 : (Objection) Comparison cannot be established 
“by similarity in all points or by similarity im the majori- 

ty of points or by scanty similarity. //ii. 1.44// 
Bhasya : (Objection) Comparison cannot be established by simi- 
larity in all points. (The proposition conveying a comparison) 
cannot take the form : “the cow is just like the cow.” Com- 
parison cannot be established by similarity in the majority of 
points. (The proposition conveying a comparison} cannot take 
the form : “the ox is like the buffalo.” Comparison cannot 
be established by scanty similarity, because all objects are not 
comparable to one another (in spite of there being scanty simi- 
larity among all objects. Thus, e.g., though the mountain has 
a remote resemblance with a grain of oil-seed, there cannot be 
any proposition conveying the comparison as : “the mountain 
resembles the grain.’’) 

Sūtra 45 : (Answer)The objections raised are unsustained, 

because comparison is established by the similarity with 


a well-known object. //ii. 1.45// 
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Bhasya : (Answer) Comparison is not employed on the basis of 
an assessment of the similarity as ‘total’ or ‘almost’ or ‘scanty’. 
How then? Comparison is employed an the basis of the simi- 
larity with a well-known object, (which similarity) has attained 
‘the status of that which proves what isto be proved’ (sddhya- 
sGdhana-bhava). It is impossible to reject comparison where this 
similarity exists. Therefore, the objections raised are unsustained. 
(Objection) Ler, then, comparison be equated to inference— 
Sitra 46 : (Objection) Because (in the case of comparison 
also) the unperceived is known by the perceived. 
fii. 1.46)/ 
Bhajya : (Objection) Just as (in the case of inference) the unper- 
ceived fire is known from the perceived smoke, s0 also (in the 
case of comparison) the unperceived gavaya (a species of ox) is 
known from the perceived cow. Hence it (comparison) is not 
different from inference. 
(Answer) But (Gautama) says that (comparison) differs (from 
inference), On what ground ? 
Sitra 47 : (Answer) (In spite of hearing that the gavaya 
resembles the cow) we do not obtain the result of com: 
parison (i.e. the knowledge resulting from comparison) 
so long as we do not actually perceive the gavaya, 
; (pi. 1.47/47 
Bhasya : (Answer) Because, when a person already aware of 
both a cow and the assertion conveying its similarity with 
gavayo, observes an animal resembling the cow, he understands 
the use of the denoting word as being restricted to (the animal 
before, te. he understands that this peculiar animal is denoted 
by the term gavaya). But inference is not of such nature. Com» 
parison serves the purpose of others. Because, for the sake of 
one wha has no knowledge of ‘the compared’ (upameya) (e.g. 
the gavaya) is employed (the statement) by a person who has 
the knowledge of both. [In other words, a person already 
aware of both ‘the compared’ and that ‘by which is compared’ 
(upomana)—e.g. both the gavaya and the cow—employs the 
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‘statement conveying the similarity’ (alideża-uãkya) for the sake 
of the knowledge of another person who.is unaware of ‘the 
compared’.} 

. (Objection) You claim that comparison serves the purpose 
of others.: No (i.e. this is not true), because there is ascertain- 
ment for one’s own sake, He (i.e. the person. making the state- 
ment) has himself the definite knowledge ‘resulting from -the 
statement : ‘the gapaya resembles the cow.” 

(Answer) His knowledge (i.e. of the person making the state- 
ment) is not denied. But this (knowledge)-is not due to com- 
parison, because comparison is the ascertainment of an object 
through its similarity with another well-known object., For him 
who has the knowledge of both, there is no such ‘relation of 
that which proves and that which is to be proved’ (sddhya- 
sddhana-bhéva)(i.e. between the statement and the-object known), 

(Thus, comparison differs from inference also in this respect 
that comparison is always for the sake of others, while inference 
is both for one’s own self as well as for the sake -of others). More- 
over— 

Sūtra 48 : (Answer continued) (Comparison) .is-to be. dis- 
tinguished from (inference) because in ‘knowledge due 

tO comparison’ (upamiti) the ‘final assertion takes the 

form : “similarly.” /fii, 1.48/) 

Bhasya : (Answer) The knowledge due to comparison results 
from the final assertion in the form; “similarly.” But inference 
is not such, This also differentiates comparison from inference. 
Here ends the section:on the critical examination of comparison 
(upamana-parik$i-prakarana) 


VIIL CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF VERBAL TESTIMONY 
IN GENERAL 


Sitra 49 : (Objection) Verbal testimony-is but’ inference, 
because the objects denoted by the words being unpercei- 
ved (at that time) are inferentidlly known. // ii. 1. 49 // 
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Bhasya : (Objection) Verbal testimony is but inference and is 
not an independent instrument of knowledge. Why ? Because 
the objects denoted by the words are known inferentially. Why 
(are these known) inferentially ? Because these are not: known 
by perception, Just as it is callcd inference, because the unper- 
ceived probandum is known from the probans rightly perceived 
so also, verbal téstimony should be regarded as inference, be 
cause the unperċeived objects are known from the words rightly 
perceived (by the auditory sense), Further, verbal testimony 
is inference also— ee 
Sitra 50 : (Objection continued) Because there is no 
difference betweeri the two cognitions (viz. knowledge 
acquired’ through inference and through verbal testi- - 
mony.) fii. 1.50// 
Bhasya : (Objectian) Had the two pramaya-s been different, the 
resulting: knowlédge (also) would have been different. It has 
been shown that there. is one ‘specific form of knowledge in the 
case of inference’and another specific form in the case of com. 
parison. However; there is no such difference between the 
cognitions in the cases of verbal testimony and inference. Just 
as it (knowlédge) takes place in the case of inference, so also (it 
takes place) in the case of verbal testimony. Because of the 
absence of any specific differenée, verbal testimony is but infe- 
rence. 
Sära 51: (Objection continued) (Verbal testimony is but 
inference‘also) because it proves (like inference) a related 
“object. fii, 1.51 /}°- 
Bhésya : (Objection) The expression ‘verbal testimany is but 
inference’ is to be read-here also. The pérception.of the word 
can lead to the knowledge of the object only when the relation 
which interrelates the word and the object is properly appre- 
hended: This is the same (asin the case of inference) : the 


' perception of -the probans can lead to the knowledge of the 


probandum only.when the relation which intecrelates the pro- 
bans and the probaridim is properly apprehended. ` 

The claim that (verbal testimony is inference) because the 
objects denoted are inferentially known, is untenable (because): 
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Sūtra 52 : (Answer) The object denoted is rightly known 

because of the efficacy of the communication of a trust- 

worthy person. /fii. 1.52// 
Bhasya : (Answer) The unperccived objects.like heaven, nymph, 
Uttara-kuru, the Seven Islands, the ocean and the different 
worlds (loka-s like bha-loka etc.) are not known merely from hear- 
ing the words, How then ? T'he objects are rightly known due to 
the fact that the trustworthy persons speak of these (and morë- 
over) in the contrary case (ie. when these are not spoken of by 
trustworthy persor’s) right knowledge does not result. But in- 
ference is not like this. 

As to the further claim that (verbal testimony is inference) 
because there is no difference between the two cognitions (Nyä- 
ya- sütra ii. 1.50)—we answer that the difference between verbal 
and inferential knowledge consists precisely in this (viz. in what 
is just shown). Because of there being this difference (between 
verbal testimony and inference), the claim (that the two are the 
same) since no difference exists between them is untenable. 

As to the further claim that (verbal testimony is inference) 
because it proves a related object (Nyaye-sittra ii. 1,51)—we an- 
swer that the relation between the word and the object denoted 
is both accepted and denied (i.sz. accepted in some sense and deni-. 
ed in some other sense). “This denotation belongs to this word” 
{asya idam)—in such a case of the use of the ‘possessive’ (sasthe- 
vitista, ie. the sixth case-ending in Sanskrit) is admitted the ‘de- 
noter-denoted relation’ (odcya-vacaka-bhava)between the words and 
the objects. However, any ‘natural relation’ (prapli-sambandha) 
between the word and the object is denied., Why? Because 
(such a’ relation) is not established by any pramdna. The natur- 
at relation between the word and the object, being beyond the 
range of the senses, cannot be apprehended by perception. The 
sense-organ, which makes us aware of the word, cannot appre- 
hend an object which is beyond its range. Moreover, there 
arè objects outside the purview of any sense. A natural 
relation is perceived only between two objects, both of which 

ate apprehended by the same sense. (Thus, for example, the 
conjunction between air and tree is not perceived, because air 
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is the object of tactual sense and tree that of the visual sense. 
Hence, there can be no knowledge of any natural relation 
between air and tree. Similarly, there can be no knowledge of 
any relation between the word and the object denoted by it. 
The absence of any natural relation between the word and the 
object denoted means the absence of any wyapti between the two. 
Vatsyayana proves the absence of the natural relation in order 
to show that there is no vpdpti in the case of verbal testimony. 
and hence, it cannot be equated to inference). j 

If it is claimed that the (alleged) natural relation between 
the word and the object is known [by inference], [then we ask]: 
Ts the object contiguous with the word ? Or, is the word con- 
tiguous with the object? Or, are they mutually contiguous ? 

Suppos ng these are [claimed to be] mutually contiguous, 
[then]— 

Sutra 53 : (Answer continued) Because also (ca) of the 

absence of (the mouth) being filled, burned or cut (by 

the utterance of the words “food”, “fire” and “sword” 
respectively), there is no mutual relation (between the 
word and the object). // ii. 1.53 // 
Bhajya : (Answer) The word “also” (ca) (in the sūtra) implies 
(two other grounds, namely) the impossibility of the location 
and the internal effort (of uttering the word). 

This (natural relation between the word and the object) can- 
not also be proved by inference. In the alternative, namely, the 
object is contiguous with the word—1.e. the object is contiguous 
with the word the utterance of which has a specific location 
and a specific internal effort—there would have been the 
sensations (in the mouth) of being filled, burnt or cut, by the 
utterance of the words “food” “fire” and “sword” respectively. 
But such sensations do not take place. Therefore, in the 
absence of such sensations, no natural relation can be inferred. 

In the alternative, namely, that the word is contiguous with 
the object, there would be no presence of the word itself in the 
place where the object exists, because of the absence of the 
specific location and the specific internal effort (required for 
the utterance of the word). The location (is the vocal organ 
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consisting of) throat, palate, etc.and the instrument is the 
specific internal effore These (which are presupposed. by the 
utterance of words). cannot be present near the object (i.e. these 
are present within the body whereas the objects’ are present 
somewhere on the ground). 
By the rejection of both these alternatives is also rejected 

(the alternative of) mutual contiguity. ` 

Therefore, there is no natural relation between the word 
and the object. 

Saa 34 : (Objection) The (natural) relation between the 

word and the object denoted (by it) cannot -be denied, 

because there is the fixed law restricting (the use ofa 

specific) word (for denoting a specific) object. //ii.1.54 // 
Bhisya : (Objection) There being observed the fixed rule 
regarding the denotation of a specific object by-a specific word, 
it is inferred that there is a natural relation between the word 
and the object, which (relation) is the cause-of the fixed rule. 
In the absence of such a relation, any word could bave denoted 
any object. Therefore, the relation cannot be deniéd. (Thus 
it is shown that the natural relation between the word and the 
object denoted by it is proved by an inference.) The- answer 
to this objection is— ` . : a a 

Sūtra 55 : (Answer) No (i.e. there can'be no such ratural 

relation between the word and the object), because the 

apprehension of the object from the word is ‘due to con- 

vention’ (samayika). Jli. 1. 55 ff 
Bhasya : (Answer) The restriction of the use of a` specific word 
to denote a specific object is‘not due to a natural relation. “To 
what, then, (is it due)? (Iris) ‘due to convention’ (samaya- 
karita). We have already referred to the convention while 
remarking (on Nyãya-sülrà ii. 1.52) : this denotation belongs to 
this word’’—in such. a case. of the use of the “possessive” is 
admitted ‘the denoter-denoted relation between the word‘and 
the object. l 

What exactly is this convention ? (This convention 'is) the 
employment of the rule regulating (the fixation of) the denoter 
and the denoted in the form : “this specific word denotes this 


\ 
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specific object.” Only when this convention is known, there 
is the knowledge of the object from the word. On the contrary, 
(i.e. in the absence of the knowledge of this convention), there 
is no awareness (of the object) in spite of the word being heard. 
This cannot be-denied even. by those wha assume the existence 
of a natural relation (between the word and the object). The 
common people. acquire the convention from (the observation 
of) the use (by elders) of specific words to denote specific objects. 
Grammar, which is but.an explanation of the words (Sabda) in 
their ‘declined forms’ (pada) for sustaining the convention, 
helps to understand the words forming a sentence. A-sentence 
ig a group. of words conveying a complete sense. (In other 
words, ìf the relation between words and objects is merely con- 
ventional, what can be'the use of grammar ? Vatsyayana 
answers that grammar conveys and sustains the convention.) 

‘Therefore, there is not even a grain to infer a natural rela- 
tion between the word and the object, 

Sitra 56 : (Answer continued) (There can be no natural 

relation between che word and the object) further be- 

cause there is no fixed law (for the use. of words) in the 

cases of ‘different groups of people’ (yali-visesa). 

l Uf ii. 1, 56 // 

Bhasya : (Answer) The object is known from the word because 
of convention and not because of any natural relation, for words 
are used to denote specific objects according to the (arbitrary) 
wishes of the seers (ysi-s), the nobles (4rya-s) and the barbarians 
(mleccha-s). If the capacity of words to denote objects were 
due to natural relation, ‘then (the use of words) could not have 
been in accordance with their (arbitrary) wishes, just as the 
capacity of light to reveal colour has no exception in. the case 
of-any group of people. 


Here ends the section on the critical examination of verbal testimony 
in general 
(Sabda -sümānya-parikşū-prakaroņa) 
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IX. CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE SPECIFIC FORM 
ÓF VERBAL TESTIMONY (VEDA) 


Sutra 57: (Objection) It (i Veda) has no validity, 

because itis vitiated by ‘falsehood’ (anta), ‘self-con- 

tradiction’ (syāghāta) and ‘repetition’ (punaruktt) 

jf ii. 1.57 H 

Bhayya : (Objection) Thus, in the cases of ‘the rite for 
having a son” (pulrakama-isfi), ‘making oblation’ (havana) and 
‘recurring recital’ (abhyāsa), (we have the!typical examples of 
the defects mentioned). 

By the word tit’ in the sara, the noble sage (Gautama) eofers 
to a particular form of verbal testimony (ié, Veda). There is 
no validity of this form of verbal testimony. Why ? 

Because there is the defect of falsehood in the case of «the 
rite for having a son.” Inspite of the Vedic injunction that a 
person desirous of having a son should perform the prescribed 
rite for having a son and in spite of the performance of the rite, 
the birth’ of a son is not observed. From the falschood of the 
injunction, the result of which is capable of being observed, 
follows that injunctions like, ‘one desirous of heaven should 
perform the Agmihotra rite,’ the results of which cannot be 
observed, must also be false. 

Because, moreover, of the defect of self-contradiction in the 
Vedic injunctions concerning the offerings of oblations. After 
prescribing, “make oblations after sunrise,” “tmake oblations 
before sunrise,” “make oblations when neither the sun nor-the 
star is in the sky’’—these are contradicted by disparaging 
remarks (about the same prescriptions as): “the {yava dog 
devours the oblations which one offers after sun-rise,”’ “the 
avala dog devours the oblation which one offers before sun- 
rise” and “the sydva and favala dogs devour the oblation 


which one offers when there is neither the sun nor the star in, 


the sky.” Because of the gelf-contradiction involved, either 


(group of statements) must be false. 
Because, moreover, of the defect of repetition in the Vedic 
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injunctions concerning ‘recurring recital’. There is the defect 
of repetition in the injunctions : ‘the first spell is to be uttered 
thrice and the last spell is to be uttered thrice.” Statements 
vitiated by repetition are like the ravings of a lunatic. 
Therefore, verbal testimony (ie. Veda) has no validity, 
because it is vidated by falsehood, self-contradiction and 
repetition. 
Szira 58 : (Answer) No (i.e. the alleged defect of false- 
hood does not exist), because (the non-attainment of the 
results of the Vedic injunctions) is due to the imperfec- 
tions of the ritual performance, of the performer and of 
the means employed, // ii, 1.58 // 
Bhasya : (Answer) There is no defect of falsehood in the 
injunction concerning the rite for haying a son. Why? Because 
of the imperfections of the ritual performance, of the performer 
and of the means employed. The mother and the father, hav- 
ing proper union, obtain the son through the rite. The means 
employed for the rite are the pre-requisites for its performance, 
(viz, the implements used, the spell uttered, etc). The perfor- 
mers of the rite are the parents. The ritual performance is the 
specific form of their union. The son is obtained from the per- 
fection of these three. From the imperfection (of all or any of 
these three) results the opposite. ` 

In the case of a rite, the imperfection in the performance 
consists m the violation of its details, 

When the performer is ignorant or immoral, there is. imper- 
fection of the performer. 

There is imperfection of the means concerned when the 
clarified butter offered (as oblation) is impure or polluted, or 
when the spell uttered falls short of or exceeds (the prescribed 
number) or when the spell is ‘wrongly pronounced’ (svara-hina) 
or ig ‘incomplete’ (varna-hina), or when the sacrificial fee is 
evil-earned and is bad or despised. 

In the case of the procreative activity (of the parents), the 
imperfection of the performance is perverse union. Female 


NS. 16 
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disease and male sterility are the imperfections of the performer. 
The imperfections.of the’ means concerned are those: already 
mentioned (in connection with the rite). 

In ordinary practice also, there is the rule : 
Gte should’ strike the pieces of wood (arani).* In this case, the 
imperfection of the performance is che wrong way of striking, 
the imperfection of the performer ‘is due to the error in under- 
standing and making effort, the imperfection in the means 
employed-consists in the wetness and hollowness.of the striking 
wood. The absence of the desired result-in this case is not 
indicative of the defect of falsehood, because the result is found 
to be produced in the presence of perfection. 

The (Vedic injunction, namely,) “a person desirous of hav- 
ing a gon should perform the prescribed rite for having a son” 
is not different from the rule_of.ordinary practice. 

Sūtra 59 : (Answer continued) (There is no defect in the 

form of self-contradiction) because (in the ‘injunctions 

concerning making oblations) the'denunciation refers to 
the violation of the time of observance after resolving 
(in favour of one). /] ii. 1,59 ff 
Bhisya (Answer) The expression “there is no self-contradiction 
in the injunctions concerning the offering of oblations” is to. be 
read along with this sutra. If a person violates the time of 
making oblations already resolved by himself, i.e. offers obla- 
tions in some other time—in such a case, because of the viola- 
tion of the time resolved, there is the denunciation (eg) : “the 
fyava dog devours the oblation that one offers after sunrise.” 
This is a denunciation of the violation of the injunction. 
Suira 60 » (Answer continued) (There is no defect of repe- 
tition in the ‘Vedic injunctions concerning recurring 
recital) because of the justification of: ‘reiteration’ (anu- 
pada), j} ii. 1.60 f : 
Bhasya : (Answer) From the context is to be understood that 
there is no defect of repetition in the Vedic injunctions concern- 
i ‘Purposeless recurring recital’ (abhyasa) 


“one desiring 


ing recurring recital. 
is ‘repetition’ (punarukti), while purposive recurring recital is 
reiteration’ (anuodda). Thus, the recurring recital (prescribed 
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in the injunction) : tthe first spell is to be uttered thrice and 
the last spell is to be uttered thrice”, is reiteration, because of 
its purposiveness. ‘lhe sdmidhent spells (i.e. the spells to be 
uttered while lighting the ritual wood) become fifteen in num- 
ber as a result of the first and the last being uttcred thrice, 
(The samidheni spells are actually eleven in number, but the 
injunction is that at least fifteen of these spells should be uttered. 
This is done by uttering the fizst and the last thrice and the- 
rest only once), This is corroborated by the spell itself : “to 
the enemy, who harms us and whose harm we desire, L inflict 
injury. by.at least fifteen ‘weapons in the form of spells’ (vak- 
vajra).”” Fifteen weapons of samidheni spells are mentioned 
here, but this is not possible without recurring recital. 

Satra 61 : (Answer continued) (Veda is valid), because 

proper exposition (of the Vedic.texts) conveys meaning. 

4 jf ii. 1.61 ff 
Bhasya: (Answer) Verbal testimony (in the from of Veda) is 
valid, just like statements in ordinary life. 

(The Vedas are traditionally divided into two parts, called 
mantra and brahmana. After defending the validity of the manira 
part, Gautama passes on to discuss the érahmana part). The 
statements contained in the Brdimana-s are classified under 
three heads— . 

Sitra 62°: Because these are classified as injunction’ foi- 

dhi-vacana),‘explanatory statements" (arthavéda- vacana)and 

‘reiteration’ (anuvdda-vacana). jii. 1.62/} 

Bhasya : The statements contained in the Brahmana-s are classi- 


‘fied under three heads : injunctions, explanatory statements 


and reiterations. Of these— 
Sūtra 63; Injunction is the statement which prescribes 
(some act). jji. 1.63// 
Bhasya : Injunction is the statement which prescribes or incites 
one (to. some action). Injunction employs (one. to some activity) 
and prescribes (it). As for example, “one desirous of heaven 
should perform the Agnihotra rite” etc, 
Shira 64 : Statements eulogising (stuti), denouncing 
(ninda), ‘mentioning contrary injunctions’ (parakrti) and 


124 Nydya-siitra ii. 1.64 


‘referring to traditional practice’ (purakalpa) are called 

‘the explanatory statements’ (othaniida).; jä. 1.64// 
Bhasya : Eulogising is praising by way of stating the results ob- 
tained from injunction, It aims at generating veneration, 
because what is praised is venerated. It also incites to action, 
because one is led to action on being told of the result. Thus, 
e.g. “the gods conquered all by performing the Sarvajit rite. 
It is thc ‘means of obtaining everything and conquering all. 
Everything can be obtained:by this and all can be conquered”. 
(Tandya-mahd-brahmana xvi. 7.2). liens 

Denouncing is stating the evil results of an action. Tt is for 
the purpose of avoiding (the action), because that which is de- 
nounced is not to be performed, Thus,e.g. ‘this rite (ie. Jyotisto- 
ma) is the foremost of all rites. One who does not perform 
this rite but performs some other rite becomes emaciated ‘like 
the soil that succumbs or perishes’ (gartapatya).”” [1 andya-maha-. 
brdhmana xvi. 1.2} (Thus by denunciation or nindā as a form of 
arthavada is really meant deprecation of the non-performance 
of a rite : it amounts in fact to the extolling of the rite itself.) 

‘Mentioning contrary injunction’ is stating.an injunction 
contradicted by (the performance of) others. Thus, e.g. the 
priests of the Sukla Yajurveda, after offering oblations, first 
pour clarified butter into the fat (vapa) and then pour clarifi- 
ed butter into the ‘mixture of butter and curd’ (prsat-ajpa). The 
priests of Krsna Yajurveda first pour clarified butter into the 
mixture of butter and curd and say that this mixture of butter 
and curd is the very life of fire. 4 

‘Referring to traditional practice’ is stating the custom tra- 
ditionally followed. Thus, eg. “In the ancient times, the 
Brahmins praised the Vabispavamana hymns (of the Samaveda) 
by the spells with which we are now performing the rites.” 

(Objection] Why should ‘mentioning contrary injunction’ 
(parakrti) and ‘referring to traditional practice’ (purakalpa) be 
regarded as ‘explanatory statements’ (arthavada) ? 

[Answer] These are regarded as arthavdda because, being 
related to statements eulogising and denouncing, these bring 
out'the implications contained in injunctions. 
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Sūtra 65 : Reiteration (anuvada) is the ‘purposive restate- 

ment by (the same) words’ (vidhi-~anuvacana) and ‘(the 

purposive restatement) by (the same) implication’ (vihiia- 

anuvacana). ff ii. 1.65 J] 

Bhaspa > Reiteration is the purposive restatement by words as 
well as the purposive restatement by implication. The former 
is reiteration of words and the latter is reiteration of implica- 
tion. Like repetition, reiteration also is twofold. 

What ts the purpose of the reiteration of the prescribed (i.e. 
of the implication or the vihita)? The purpose is to refer to it. 
With reference to the prescribed, praising or denouncing is 
understood or the continuation of the injunction is stated. It 
(i.e. reiteration) may also be for the purpose of indicating the 
order of the prescribed. Other similar purposes are to be 
understaod, 

In ordinary life also there are three forms of statements, viz. 
‘injunction’ (vidhi), "explanatory statement’ (aythavada) and ‘reite- 
ration’ (anuvada). ‘Cook the rice’—this is a statement of 
injunction. “Longevity, vigour, strength, happiness and ‘gifted 
intelligence’ (pratibhd) arc all derived from food”—this is an 
explanatory statement. ‘Please cook, cook’’—this repetition 
ig reiteration, because its purpose is either (to imply) “please 
cook quickly” or “please cook over again” or “please do the 
cooking yourself.” 

Just as statements in ordinary life, since these convey sense 
when properly analysed, are regarded as sources of valid know- 
ledge, so also the statements of the Veda, since these convey 
sense when. properly analysed, should be regarded as sources 
of valid knowledge. 

Sūtra 66 : (Objection) There is no difference between 

reiteration (anuvada) and repetition (punarukia), because 

in both cases the words are said over again. Jj ii. 1.66 j} 
Bhasya + (Objection) Repetition is unjustified (atddhu) and rei- 
teration is justified (sadhu)—this differentiation between the 
two is not logical. Why ? Because in both cases words already 

understood are said over again. Therefore, both being the re- 
utterances of words already understood are (equally) unjustified. 
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Sūtra 67 ! (Aņswer) There is difference (between repeti- 
tion and reiteration) because it (ie. reiteration) becomes 
justified like the imperative : “(go faster.” }/ ii. 1.67 47 
Bhasya : (Answer) There is no absence of difference between 
repetition and reiteration. Why ? Because reiteration. is pur- 
pozive repetition. Repetition is redundant when it is mere (t.e. 
purposeless) restatement. Reiteration is purposive restatement. 
By restating “go quick and quic is sought to be expressed 
the increased tempo of movement, just as (this is done) by the 
imperative go faster.” This is just an instance. There are other 
similar cases of restating. (For example), “onc is cooking and 
cooking”, (expresses) the uninterruptedness of the activity (of 
cooking). ‘Beautiful are villages and.villages” (expresses). the 
extensity of beauty. “The deity has rained avoiding and avoi: 
ding the’ Trigarta country (ie. Jalandhar)” (expresses) the 
avoidance. “One is seated on the foundation, on the founda- 
tion” (expresses) the contiguity. ‘It is (as if} piirez and bitter” 
(expresses) similarity (of taste). Thus reiteration is paps 
because it is taken recourse to for praising, denouncing, com- 
pleting the injunction and also for indicating the order of the 
performance. Re 
Is the validity of the Veda proved merely by refuting the 
objections raised against it? No. Moreover, by (the evidence) — 
Satra 68 : Vike the ‘validity of Mantra and Ayurueda, its 
(i.e. of the Veda) validity is proved because of thè trust- 
worthiness of the person uttering it. (The validity of 
an utterance is established by the trustworthiness of . the 
person: uttering it. A trustworthy person is à Emeakes 
who has the direct knowledge of an object and is motiva- 
ted by the desire of communicating a object as directly 
known by. him. See Vatsyayana on. Nyaya-sitra. i. 1..7. 
This is palpably so in the case of Mantra and Ayurveda. 
On the same ground is established the validity of the 
Veda). // ii. 1. 68 jj | 
Bhasya : What is meant by the validity of the Ayurveda ? It 
consists in its veracity, i.e. the absence of any opposition to 
facts. This means that the recommendation of . the . Ayurveda, 
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viz. “fone performing this attains the desirable and one avoi- 
ding it avoids the undesirable,” when properly followed, the 
promised results actually take place. The validity of the man- 
tras consists {in their veracity, i.e.) in this'that when the spells 
intended to remove or dispel poison, evil spirit and lightning 
are uttered—these -actually take place (f.e. poison etc. are 
actually removed), 

What is this (validity) due to? Itis due to the veracity of 
the trustworthy persons. But what, again, -constitutes the 
veracity of the trustworthy.persons ? The direct knowledge of 
what is prescribed, compassion for the living beings and the 
desire to communicate the objects rightly, The trustworthy 
persons, who have the direct knowledge of what they prescribe, 
express their compassion for the living beings (by way of advi- 
sing): “this isto be avoided” and “this is the cause of pain”, 
or “this is to be attained” and “this is the means of its attain- 
iment.” For the ordinary living beings, who cannot themselves 
understand, there is no other way of knowing all these exceptby 
such advice. Without the knowledge there can be no effort for 
their attainment and avoidance. And without such effort, 
there is no benefit for them. And there is no other means for 
attaining this benefit except such advice. (The trustworthy 
persons resolve :) “We are going to advise them correctly, as 
we have ourselves observed, so that by listening to us they (te. 
ordinary persons) will acquire knowledge and thereby avoid 
the undesirable and attain the desirable.” Thus the commu- 
nications of trustworthy persons, being characterised by the 
three-fold veracity of their trustworthiness, when actually follo- 
wed, become fruitful. Therefore, the communications of the 
trustworthy persons are sources: of valid knowledge and the 
trustworthy persons are themselves the sources of valid know- 
ledge. 

From the (validity of the) Ayurieda, which is but the commu- 
nication of an authoritative person about. directly perceptible 
objects, ig to be inferred the validity of the Veda (which is also 
a communication of trustworthy persons) about objects imper- 
ceptible. Further, the Veda.is in part—e.g. in the injunction, 
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“one desirous of a village should perform a rite?—a commu- 
nication about perceptible objects, From (the validity of) this 
part is to be inferred (the validity of those parts of the Veda 
that communicate about objects imperceptible), 

In ordinary life also, there are many practices based on the 
advice (of authoritative persons), ‘The trustworthiness of the 
advisers in ordinary life also is constituted by the direct know- 
ledge of the objects spoken of, the compassion for others and 
the desire to communicate the objects rightly. (The communi- 
cations of trustworthy persons in ordinary life) are also sources, 
of valid knowledge because they are characterised by these 
(three). 

The validity of the Veda is also inferred from the identity of 
the seers and speakers. The trustworthy persons, who are the seers 
and speakers of the Veda, are themselves (the seers and spea- 
kers of) Ayurveda etc. Therefore, the validity of the Veda js 
to be inferred like (the inference of) the validity of Ayurveda, 

(Objection) Since the validity of the Veda is due to its eter- 
nality, it is illogical (to argue) that the validity of the Veda is 
due to the trustworthiness of its speakers. (Answer) The vali- 
dity of words is duc to their conveying objects by virtue of their 
expressiveness and (the validity) is not due to their cternality. 
If the words uttered are assumed to be eternal; then there will 
he no rule of specific words denoting specific objects, because 
(in that case} all words would denote all objects. 

It cannot be argued that in the event of non-eternality (of 
words), there would be non-expressiveness, because this is not 
observed to be so in the case of ordinary words. It cannot be 
argued that these (z.e. ordinary words) are also eternal, because 
in that case there is no explanation of wrong apprehension from 
the words of those who are not trustworthy, since, all words 
being eternal, even these words are.(to be viewed) as sources of 
valid knowledge. If claimed that (the ordinary words) are 
non-eternal, then there is the absence of any specific ground, 


i-e. a specific ground is to be shown why the ordinary words <=” 


untrustworthy persons are not eternal. The validity of ‘denot- 
ing words’ (ndmadheya-Sabda) in ordinary life is due to their con- 


Nydya-sittra ii, 1.68 129 


veying objects when these are used according to the convention. 
Pori validity cannot be justified if these are eternal, A denot- 
ing word, when used in ordinary discourse to convey a specific 
object, denotes the specific object on the strength of convention 
and not (on the stréngth of) its eternality. 

The eternality of the Veda consists in the uninterrupted 
continuation of its schools, its recurrent recitals and application 
through ‘the aeons associated with Manus (manvantara), the 
diffcrent ages, the past and the future times. The validity of 
the Veda is due to the trustworthiness of its speakers and this 
ts common with the validity of ordinary words. 


Here ends the section on the étitical examination af the spécific forma of 
. verbal regtimony (Veda) 
(4abda-visesa-parthsa-prakerana} 


First Zhnika of thé second chapter ends 
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Adhyaya 2 . Ahnika 2 


I CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF 
VALID KNOWLEDGE BEING SPECIFICALLY FOUR 


Bhāsya : Apprebending that the enumeration of pramdna-s 
(Nyaya-sittra i.1,3.) has not been correct, (Gautama raises the 
objection)—. 

‘Siitsa 1: (Objection) (The pramana-s) are not four, be- 

cause of the validity of ‘traditional hearsay’ (aitihya), 

‘postulation’ (arthapattt), ‘inclusion’ (sambhava) and ‘ab- 

sence’ (abhdva, i.e. knowledge of absence). _}) ii. 2.1 f/ 
Bhasya : (Objection) Pramina-s are not merely four. Why ? 
Because traditional hearsay, postulation, inclusion and absence 
also are instruments of valid knowledge. 

` Traditional hearsay means an asseition current for a long 
time in the form “thus it is said”, but the original speaker of 
which is untraceable. (For example, the assertion : ‘it is 
said that a spirit dwells in this trec’’.) à 

Postulation (or artha-dpatti) means ‘that which follows’ 
(apatti) from ‘logical implication’ (artha). Apatti in arthapatti 
means the attainment {i.a arriving at the “inevitably inciden- 
tal’ (prasanga). Postulation is thus the implication which in- 
evitably follows from the implication of what is stated, For 
example, “ifthere is no cloud there is no rain.” What is (the 

implication) that follows (from the implication) in this case? 
(It is): “there is rain when there is cloud.” ' i 
Inclusion means the knowledge of the existence of an object 
derived from the knowledge of another object which ìs invaria- 
bly related to it (4: the former). For example, the knowledge 
of the existence of adhaka (i.e, a smaller unit of weight) from 
the knowledge of the existence of drona (1.2. a heavier unit of 
weight) and- the.knowledge of the existence of prastha (1e. a 
unit of weight lighter than Gdhaka) from the knowledge of 
the existence of adhaka. 
Absence is (the source in which the knowledge of) non-exis- 


` 


Nyaya-sittra ii. 2.2 i 131 


tence as contrary to the existent (leads to the knowledge of 
something else). For example, (the knowledge of) the non- 
existence of rain is a definite indication of the conjunction be- 
tween wind and cloud, because there is no falling of rainwater 
in spite of its heaviness when the obstructing conjunction be: 
tween wind and cloud exists. (Because of its heaviness, rain- 
water falls to the ground. However, it doés not rain when 
there is strong wind to prevent raining. Thus, from the know- 
ledge of the non-existence of rain is known the existence of the 
conjunction of strang wind with cloud). 

Siira 2: (Answer) It cannot be denied that pramdna-s 

are four, because ‘traditional hearsay’ is not different 

from verbal testimony, while postulation, inclusion. and 

absence are not different from inference. // ii. 2.2 jj 
Bhagya : (Answer) It is acknowledged that these are sources 
of valid knowledge; but these are not independent sources of 
valid knowledge. The objector raises his objection (against pra- 
mana being four-fold) by viewing these as independcnt sources of 
valid knowledge. But such an objection is untenable. Why ? 

Verbal testimony is the communication of a trustworthy 
person, This definition of verbal testimony is not inapplicable 
to.traditional hearsay. This different { pramana, i.e. tradition- 
al hearsay] is already covered by the genera) definition fof ver- 
bal testimony]. 

Inference is the knowledge of an invariably related unper- 
ceived object from a perceived object, Similar are the cases of 
postulation, inclusion and absence. 

Postulation js nothing but inference, because it is the know. 
ledge of something not stated derived from the right understand- 
ing of what is stated, the two being related by (the relation of) 
contrariety. 

Inclusion also is nothing but inference, because it is the 
knowledge of ‘what is included’ (samudayin) from the knowledge 


_of ‘that which includes it’ (samuddya), since ‘that which is inclu- 


ded’ and ‘that which includes it’ are related by the relation of 
invariable co-existence. 
[Absence is nothing but inference] because when it is ascer- 


dà 
w 
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tained, “this being present. that does not-exist'’—from the 
[knowledge of the] absence of the effect is inferred the counter- 
agent of the cause. 

Therefore, the enumeration of the pramdna-s is perfectly 
justified. | 

(Objection) It is acknowledged that these are sources of 
valid knowledge, though these are not independent sources of 
valid knowledge. However, the acceptance of the validity of 
postulation is not justified. Thus— 

„Sūtra 3: (Objection) Postulation is not valid, because of 

(the fallacy of.) irregularity. jji. 2.3// 
Bhagya : (Objection) (From the statement) “when there is no 
clond, there is no rain” is obtained by logical implication (1.2. 
by postulation), ‘when there is cloud, there is rain.” But in 
spite of the presence of cloud, sometimes it does not rain. 
Hence, postulation is not valid. (Answer) There is no fallacy 
of irregularity in postulation— 

Sitiva 2: (Answer) Because of the imputation of postula- 

tion in what is not postulation. Jii. 2.4// 
Bhasya : From the statement “where there is no camse, there is 
no effect” is obtained by logical implication (2.¢. postulation) 
its contrary significance : “when there is.the cause, there is the 
effect.” Because the existent js contrary to the non-existent. 
This production of the effect in the presence of the cause, which 
is known by logical implication, does not violate the existence 
of the cause, because when the cause is absent the effect is not 
produced. Therefore, there is no fallacy of irregularity in 
postulation. However, the cireumatance that in spite of the 
presence of the cause there is no production of the effect, be- 
eause of the counter-agent (preventing, the production of the 
effect), is only a characteristic of the cause and is not something 
established’ by postulation. What, then, is to be established 
by postulation ? (It is) that in the presence of the cause the 
effect is produced. The fact to be established by this postula- 
tion is that the production of the effect does not violate the 
existence ofthe cause. Thus, the refutation rests on the im- 
putation of postulation to what is not postulation, The charac- 
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teristic of the cause ascertained by observation cannot be 
denied. 

Sūtra 5 : (Answer) The argument (of the opponent) refut- 

ing (the validity of postulation) is not valid, because it is 

itself vitiated by the fallacy of irregularity. //ii. 2.5// 

Bhagya : (Answer) The -argument refuting (the validity of postu- 
lation is) : “postulation is not valid, because of the fallacy of 
irregularity.” By this is denied the validity of postulation, but 
not its existence. And thus it becomes irregular. By this 
argument nothing can be denied, because being vitiated by the 
fallacy of irregularity, ít is itself not valid, 

If you (objector): admit that, there being restriction of 
pramana- to their respective objects, there can be irregularity 
(of a pramapa) only in respect of its specific object and the point 
of the refutation is not the existence but the validity of postula- 
tion—in that case— 

Sttra 6 : (Answer) It (i.e. the argument of the opponent) 

being valid, there will also be the validity of postula- 

tion. ff ii. 2.6 ff 
Bhasya : In tie case of postulation also, the point establi- 
shed is that the production of the effect does not violate the 
existence of the cause and not that the characteristic of the 
causé is its inefficacy in producing the effect in the presence of 
a counter-agent. 

But, then, the acceptance of the validity of absence (abhdva) 
is not justified. Why ? 

Sutra 7: (Objection) Absence (i.e. the knowledge of 

non-existence asasource of knowledge) is not valid, 

because its object (iz. the object of the knowledge of 
non-existence) is unproved, // ii. 2. 7 }} 
Bhasya : In spite of there being innumerable objects of absence 
accepted by the people, the objector, out of sheer imperti- 
nence, says that absence is not valid because its object is itself 
unproved. 

Now, since there are innumerable objects (of absence), only 
a few of these objects are cited— 

Siira 6: (Answer) The object of it (ie of absence) is 
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proved, because when there are certain objects marked, 
the unmarked objects are characterised by the non- 
existence of the mark. j/ ii. 2,8 ff 

Bhasya : The objects of this absence are proved. How? Because 
when there are some marked clothes that are not to be fetched, 
the unmarked clothes that are to be fetched are characterised 
as not marked, i.e. characterised by the non-existence of the 
mark. When there are certain clothes marked along with cer- 
tain clothes unmarked, and a person is instructed : ‘fetch the 
unmarked clothes”—he knows the clothes'as unmarked by the 
non-existence of the mark and thus knowing brings these. And 
what gives right knowledge is a premdana. 

Sūtra 9: It cannot be claimed that there is*no non-exis- 
tence if there is no object, because the mark exists in 
other clothes. // ii. 2.9 // 

Bhasya : (Objection) The non-existence of an ‘object can be 
rightly known only where the object does not exist after being 
(previously) produced. In the case of the unmarked clothes, 
the mark cannot be non-existing after being (previously) pro- 
duced. Therefore, the non-existence of the mark in those is 
not éstablished. 

(Answer) No, because the mark exists somewhere else (i.e. 
in other clothes), Just as the person, instructed (to fetch the 
unmarked clothes) finds the mark present in other clothes, so 
does he find the absence of the mark in the unmarked: clothes. 
Such a person, apprehending the absence of the mark, knows 
the object (i.e. the unmarked clothes) by absence. 

Sitra 10 : (Objection) It cannot be claimed that because 

of the presence of (the mark in the marked clothes), the 
non-existence of the same mark in the unmarked (clothes 
ig apprehended), jj ii. 2.10 f] 

Bhaigya : (Objection) The marks, which exist—i.e. are present 
—in the clothes marked, cannot be non-existing. It cannot be 
claimed that in the unmarked clothes, there is the non-existence 


of the marks which already exist in the marked clothes. It is 


self-contradictory to speak of the non-existence of those which 


exist. 
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Sūtra 11 : (Answer) No, because (the non-existence of 

the mark) is apprehended with reference .to the marks: 

existing. // ii. 2.11 // 
Bhayya : (Answer) We do not claim that there is the non-exis- 
tence of the same marks which alredy exist. But (we assert 
that) in certain clothes the marks exist and in certain others 
(these) do not (exist); 4 person having the relative knowledge 
(of the two) ascertains those (unmarked clothes) by the non- 
existence of the mark in those clothes where he cannot find the 
mark. 

Siiira 12 : (Answer continued) Moreover, because there 

can be non-existence even before origination. 

ff ii, 2.12 j] 

Bhasya : (Answer) Non-existence is of two forms, namely, the 
non-existence. before origination and the non-existence ‘due ‘to 
the destruction of the originated. Of these, the non-existence 
of the marks in the unmarked clothes is actually non-existence 
in the form of non-existence before origination and not the 
other, 

Here ends the section on the critical examination of pramana being 

only four-fold 
(pramina-calustva-pariksa prakarana) 


Il, CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF NON-ZTERNALITY 
OF SOUND 


Bhagya : It is (already) indicated that sound is of different 
kinds, inasmuch as (in Mydya-sitiva 1.1.7 Gautama says) “verbal 
testimony is the communication from a trustworthy person’ — 
and thus qualifics verbal testimony as (that form of) sound 
which has the characteristic of being the communication from 
a trustworthy person. [It (sound) is now going to be critically 
examined in its general aspect, viz. (by raising the question): ts 
sound eternal or -non-eternal ? If there ig any question as to 
the cause of the doubt, this doubt is (to be understood) as due 
to contradictory statements (as follows). 
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According to some (z 4. the older Mimamsakas), sound is a 
quality of akdéa, is ali-pervasive, eternal, and has the potentia- 
lity of being manifested. 

According to others (i.e. the Samkhyas), along with other 
qualities like smell etc. sound resides in siybstances and has the 
potentiality of being manifested, just hike smell etc., which are 
pre-existing, 

According to others (ze, the Vaisegsikas), sound 1s a quality 
of akasa having both origin and destruction, just likeknowledge. 

According to others (i.e. the Buddhists), sound is produced 
by the upheaval-of “matter’ (mahabhita), is without substratum. 
and has both origin and destruction. 

Hence there is doubt as to the real nature of sound. . 

The conclusion is that sound is non-eternal. How? 

Sätra 13: (Sound is non-eternal) ‘because it bas origin’ 

(adimativat), ‘because it is perceived by a sense-organ’ 

(aindripakatoat), and because it is referred to as non- 

eternal. /} ai. 2.13 7) 

Bhasya: The word 4d: means the source i.e. the cause—-i.e. 
that from which it originates. Whatever is found to havea 
cause is known to be 'ńon-eternal. Sound, which is produced 
by conjunction and disjunction, js non-eternal, because it has 
a cause. What exactly is the meaning intended to be con- 
veyed ? “Because it has a cause” (ulpatti-dhermakaivit) means” 
“because it has the characteristic of being produced”. Anā, 
‘sound is non-eternal” means “it ceases after origination”, 
ie. “has the characteristic of being destroyed.” 

But there may: be a, doubt about this.. Are conjunction 
and disjunction the causes of the production of sound or are 
these the causes of the manifestation of sound ? That is why 
(i.e. to dispel this doubt) Gautama says: “because it is per- 
ceived by a sense-organ.” The expression “perceived by a 
sense-organ” means “perceived through sense-object contact.” 
(But the question arises) “Is this sound like colour étc., mani- 


fested by being co-extensive with ‘that which manifests it’ . 


(wyanjaka) ?* Or, “Is sound perceived as inhering in the (akata 
enclosed by the) ear-hole, after a series of. consecutively 


b 
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produced sounds results from a sound originally caused by 
conjunction ?” Since sound is perceived even after the cessa- 
tion of the conjunction, itis not perceived as coextensive with 
that which manifests it, In the case of ‘splitting a piece of 
wood, sound is perceived by a person at a distance even after 
the cessation of the conjunction of the wood and the axe (which 
originally produces the sound). ‘That which is manifested’ 
cannot be apprehended in the absence of ‘that which manifests 
it.’ . Therefore, conjunction is not ‘that which manifests’ 
(sound), If conjunction is viewed as ‘that which produces” 
(uipādaka) (sound), then the perception of sound even after the 
cessation of the conjunction is logically acceptable, because, 
sound is perceived as inhering in the (akasa enclosed by the) 
ear-hole after a series of consecutively produced sounds results 
from a sound originally caused by conjunction, > 
Sound is produced rather than manifested also because of 
the further ground that “it (sound) is referred to as non-eter- 
nal.” Only that which js non-eternal is spoken of as being 
intense (tivra) or mild (manda): for example, “intense plea- 
sure’, ‘mild pleasure’, «intense pain” and “mild pain.” 
(Sound is also) spoken of as “intense sound” and «mild sound.” 
[Objection] It is claimed that the intensity or mildness of 
the perception of sound is because such is the nature of ‘that 
which manifests’ it, as in the case of the perception of colour. 
[Answer] No, (ie. this cannot be claimed), because of the 
fact of one sound ‘being drowned’ (abhibhava) by another. 
[Objection explained] The intensity or mildness of the per- 
ception of sound is due to the intensity or mildness of the con- 
junction which manifests it. Sound itself shows no such differ- 
ence. Just as the (intensity or mildness of ) the perception of 
colour is due to the intensity or mildness of that which reveals 
it (viz. light). : 
[Answer explained] But this is not so, because one sound 
is found to be drowned by another. The sound of the drum, 
which is more intense, drowns the sound of the String instru- 
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ment, which is milder. But not the milder (i.e. the milder 
sound does not drown the more intense one), The perception 
of sound itself cannot be the agent that drowns. (In your view), 
neither does. sound itself differ (because, in your view, sound 
is but one), This fact of drowning is explained only by admit- 
ting sounds to be different. 

Therefore, sound is praduced rather than manifested, 

If claimed that sound is manifested as,coextensive with that 
which manifests it, there can be no explanation of one sound 
being drowned by another, because of the absence of any rela- 
tion. “According to the thesis that sound is manifested as co- 
extensive with that which manifests it, there can be.no cxplana- 

‘tion of the drowning of one sound by another, because the 
sound of the drum has no relation with the sound of the string 
instrument. 

If argued that one sound drowns another without the two 
being related, thenr there will be the absurdity of the drowning 
of any sound by any other. You may think that one sound ig 
drowned by another in spite of there being no relation between 
the two. In that case, jast as the sound of the drum sometimes 
drowns the sound of the string instrument, s0 also (the sound of 
‘the drum) wili drown the sound of the string instrument even 
when (the string instrument) is at a distance as it does when 
(the string instrument) is near (the drum), because the absence 
of any relation is equally there in the two cases. Assuming- the 
possibility of this, the’ beating of the drum (anywhere in the 
world) will make inaudible the sounds of the string instruments 

played ali over the world at that time. (But in our view) ad- 
mitting the existence of different ‘series of sounds’ (Sabda-san- 
t@na-s), it is quite logical that, when these come in contact with 
the sense-organ, some of the milder sounds are drowned by 
some others that are more intense. 

Now, what is meant by this drowning (ebhibhava) (literally, 
overpowering} ? Drowning is the lack of pereeption of an 
object due to the perception of another object, which is similar 
in nature and is perceptible. Tor example, the lack of percep- 

tion-of the perceptible light of the metcor-because of the per- 
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ception of the light of the sun (i.e. in daytime). 
Sittra 14: (Objection) No (ie. the three grounds men- 
tioned in the previous sara do not prove that sound is 
non-eternal), because of thé cternality of the non-exis- 
tence of the jar (after its destruction), because of the 
eternality of the universal and because of the eterna) 
being customarily treated as the non-eternal. jiii. 214 }} 
Bhasya : (Objection) Sound cannot be proved as non-eternal 
(on the ground) ‘because it has origin,” Why ? For there is 
the fallacy of irregularity. The non-existence of the jar (after 
its destruction) is found to be eternal in spite of having an 
origin. Why has it an origin? Because the non-existence of 
the jar (after its destruction) results from the disjunction of its 
causes (viz. the component paits) Why is this (non-existence 
after its destruction) eternal? Because the non-existence (after 
destruction) of the jar, which non-existence results from the 
disjunction of its causes (viz, component parts), can never be- 
negated by the existent (i.¢. the jar). (Since the jar once des. 
troyed can never-come to being-again, its non-existence is never 
destroyed). 

As to the ground, viz. “because it is perceived by a sense- 
organ—(we answer that) this also is vitiated by the fallacy of 
irregularity. (Since in your own view) the universal is eterna] 
as well as is perceived through sense-object contact. 

As to the ground, viz. “because it js referred to as non- 
¢eterna]”’~-(we answer that) this is also viviated by the fallacy 
of irregularity, Since the cternal is found to be (customarily 
treated) as the non-eternal. Just as there are assertions (regard- 
ing non-eternal objects like) “the part of the tree” or tahe part 
of the blanket”, so also there are assertions (regarding eternal 
objects like) ‘part of akaia” or “part of the self”, 

Stra 15; (Answer) There is no fallacy of irregularity, 

because of the clear apprehension of the difference 

between eternal in a ‘primary sense’ (tative) and eternal 

in. a.‘secondary sense’ {bhākta). (The non-existence of 

the jar after destruction is said to be eternal in a secon- 

dary sense, while sound is claimed by the Mimamsakas 


were 
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to be eternal in a primary sense). // 11. 2.15 /} 

Bhasya : (Answer) What exactly is meant by eternality when 
something is characteriscd as eternal ? Eternality means the 
absence of the destruction of objects that are by nature without 
origin. Eternality in this sense does not exist in non-existence 
after destruction. Init (i.e. in this non-existence) eternality 
exists only in its secondary sense,—in the sense of an object 
surrendering its own nature, èe. which is destroyed after being 
produced and never comes to being again. Now, the category 
«non-existence of the jar (after its destruction)” is eternal in 
the sense of “as if being eternal’. There is no fallacy of irregu- 
larity, becanse no effect having the nature similar to the nature 
of sound is found to be eternal. 

As to the objection, “because of the eternality of the uni- 
versal” —(i.e. the objection that the universal in spite of being 
eternal) is perceived through the contact with the sense-organ, 
(Gautama answers}— 

Sūtra 16 : (Answer continued) (The fallacy of irregularity 

is ruled out) because there is palpable difference in the 

inference of the series of sounds (from which is further 

inferred the non-eternality of sound). }/ ii. 2. 16 j/ 
Bhagya : (Answer) Prom the context isto be understood that 
there is no fallacy of irregularity even in the cases of eternal 
objects, (We do not claim) that sound is non-eternal merely 
because of its,perceptibility by the sense. What, then, (is our 
claim)? From “being perceptible through sense-contact” is 
inferred the series and from this is (further inferred) the non- 
cternality (of sound). : 

As to the objection (that there is the fallacy of irregularity) 
because of the eternal being customarily treated as non-eternal, 
(Gautama answers) : No. 

Sita 17 : (Answer continued) Because by the word 

‘part’ is meant only the substance’ causing the whole 

(ie. the component parts causing the whole). //ii. 2.17}/ 
Bhaspa : (Answer) (You have claimed in Nyaya-siitra ii. 2.14), 
“similarly the part of empty space and the part of the self”, But 

in these cases are not meant the substances causing {empty space 
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and self) as in the case of non-eternal objects (by the word ‘part’ 
is meant the ‘substances causing the whole’). Because how can 
that which is non-existent be meant? (The parts of akta and 
the self are non-existent and therefore, by these cannot be meant 
the substances causing akasa and the self). The component parts 
of akafa or the self are non-existent, because these arc not appre- 
hended by any pramanz. What, then, is meant (by the word 
‘part’) in these tases ? The non-coextensivencss of the conjunc- 
tion. That the conjunction of empty apace with substances ‘of 
perceptible magnitude’ (partcchinna) does not pervade the 
whole of empty space, ie. (the conjunction) exists as being 
non coextensive with empty space. Thus is explained its (i.e. 
of empty space) similarity with a non-eternal object, because 
the conjunction of two gmalaka fruits is not coextensive with its 
substratum (ie. the two fruits). Due to this similarity is the 
secondary use: “part of empty space”. By this is also expla- 
ined the “part of self.” Sound, knowledge, etc. are also non- 
coextensive (with their substrata). Intensity and mildness of 
sound are already shown to be intrinsic in sound and (sound 
is not thus characterised) in the secondary sense. 

Why do we not find any sära with this purport from the 
author of the s#tra himself? It is the practice (fla) of the noble 
(bhagavan} author of the sifra-s that in many cases he does not 
explain the two opposite theses, because he considers that the 
knowledge of the right nature of objects is obtained from the 
accepted doctrines of the branch of study. The accepted 
doctrines of the branch of study known by the name Nydya 
consists of inferences having all the real marks and not con- 
tradicted by perception or verbal testimony. 

In spite of all these (refutations of objections) it may be 
asked : How to determine ‘ñt exists’? or “tt does not exist’ ? 
(The answer is)—on the grounds of being apprehended or not 
apprehended by pramāna. Therefore, sound does not exist (be- 
fore and after its production )— 


Sūtra 18 : Because it is not apprehended before .being 
uttered and because of the absence of the apprehension 


> hapa r 


sya reaper 
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of any cause preventing (the apprehension of sound) etc. 
Hii. 2418 4) 
Bhasya+ Sound does not existbefore being uttered. Why? 
Because it is not-apprehended. Neither can it be legitimately 
claimed that in apite of its existence it is not apprehended 
because of some preventing factor. Why ? Because there is no 
knowledge of any factor in the form of obstruction etc. preven- 
ting the apprehension. There is no knowledge of any factor 
responsible for the non-awareness of sound in the form : “sound, 
being obstructed by this, isnot apprehended” and “sound is 
nat perceived because, owing to separation, it is not coming in 
contact with the sense.” Therefore, sound does not exist when 
it is not uttered. 

(Objection) The utterance is only “what manifests sound” 
and, in.the absence of this, saund is not perceived before being 
uttered. 

(Answer) What exactly is meant here by utterance ? (Utter- 
ance is) the ‘violent conjunction’ (pratighata) of the wind, locat- 
ed inside'the’ belly and moved by an internal exertion due to 


the desire of uttering with throat, palate etc. Different letters ` 


are manifested according to the different sites (i.e. throat, 
palate, etc.) of this violent, conjunction. This violent conjun- 
ction is but a form of conjunction. The possibility of conjunc- 
tion being ‘that which manifests’ (vyañjaka) is already refuted 
(in Nydya-sittra ii. 2.13). Therefore, (it must be admitted that) 
therc is no awareness of sound not because of the absence of 
‘what manifests it’, but because it is itself non-existent. 

Thus, sound is heard when it is uttered and it is inferred 
that the sound heard is produced as previously non-existent. 
It is not heard also after the utterance. Therefore, it is.destroy- 
ed after being produced ‘and (at that time) it is not heard 
because of its non-existence. Why? As already.said, because 
of the non-awareness of any preventing factor. 

Therefore, sound has the characteristic of being produced 
as well'as being destroyed. 

In spite of this being so (że. the non-eternality of sound 
being already established, Gautama) covering truth as it wer 
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with a cloud of dust (in the next two sitra-s) says— 

Sätra 19 ; (Objection) There is an obstructing ‘factor, 

because of the non-apprehension of the non-awareness 

of the obstructing factor. fit. 2.19// 

Bhasya : (Objection) If (you claim) there is no obstructing fact- 
or, because of its non-apprehension, then (we argue) there is 
no non-apprehension of obstructing factor because of the non- 
apprehension of it (iz. of the non-apprehension of obstructing 
factor itself ). 

(This is answered by Vatsyayana as follows.) How do you 
know that there is no apprehension of the non-apprehension of 
the obstructing factor ? (In answer it is said), what is there to 
know about it? Because, it is the same in the case’ of the 
apprehension of both apprehension and non-apprchension, in- 
asmuch as both are known by the internal sense (¢.2. mind). A 
person, not being aware of any obstructing factor, apprehends 
by the internal sense : “I am not aware of any obstructing 
factor”, just as he, on being aware of the obstructing. factor 
when something is obstructed by a wall, acquires the know- 
ledge (that-is, the apprehension of the obstructing factor) by. 
the internal sense. Thus, the non-apprehension of an obstruc- 
ting factor is known just in the same way as the apprchension 
of the obstructing factor. If this~is so, (i.e. if the apprehension 
of the non-apprehension of obstruction is admitted), this (objec- 
tion in the form of futile rejoinder) cannot arise at all, - 

The objector resorting to futile rejoinder, even admitting 
the existence of the non-apprehension of the obstructing factor, 
Says— 

Suira 20: (Objection) There can be no non-existence of 

the obstructing factor due to its non-apprehension, be- 

cause in spite of the non-apprehension there can be the 
existence of the non-apprehension of the obstructing 
factor. j} il. 2.20 }/ 
Bhi; ya : (Objection) Just as there may be non-apprehension of 
the obstructing factor which (non-apprehension) is not known, 
so also there. may be the obstructing factor which is not known. 
You may admit that there can be the nen-apprehension of the 


144 Nyaya-sitra ii. 2.23 


obstructing factor in spite of its being not apprehended and 
even admitting this you further assert that there is no obstruct- 
ing factor hecause of its non-apprehension—but even admitting 
this therc can be no rule regarding apprehension (in the form): 
“Tf there is non-apprehension there is absence.” } 

Sūtra 21 : (Answer) (The ground mentioned by the objec- 

tor in Nyēpa-süira ii. 2.19, viz.} “because of the non- 

apprehension of the non-awareness of the obstructing 

factor’—is not a real ground. Because the non-appre- 

hension (of the obstruction) is of the nature of absence. 

ff ii. 2.21 4) 
Bhésya : (Answer) That which is apprehended exists. And that 
which ig not apprehended docs not exist. It is well-established 
that the absent is of the nature of the non-cxistent. Non-appre- 
hension is nothing but non-existence of apprehension, This 
non-apprchension is not apprehended, because of being of the 
nature of non-existence. The obstructing factor, however, is 
an existent. It should have been known... But it is not known. 
So it does not exist. Therefore, the claim ‘there can be no non- 
existence of the obstructing factor due to its non-apprehension”’ 
(Nydya-stttra ii. 2.20) is not tenable. Now, what is the ground 
‘by which the objector (claims to) prove the etérnality of sound ? 

Siitya 22 : (Objection) (Sound is eternal) because it does 

not possess the quality of touch. jj ii. 2.22 }/ 

Bhasya : (Objection) ‘Empty space’ (aka$a), which does not 
possess the quality of touch, is found to be eternal. Similar is 
sound. 

(To this Vatsyayana answers) This is vitiated by the fallacy 
of irregularity in both ways (iz. in both instances). The atom, 
which possesses the quality of touch, is known to be eternal and 
action (karma), which does not possess the quality of touch, is 
known to be non-eternal. The instance based on ‘similarity 


with the subject’ (sadhpa-sadharmya} for the probans, viz. *be-. 


cause it docs not possess the quality of touch” — 
Sūtra 23 ` (Answer) Cannot be cited, because of the non- 
cternality of action, // ti. 2.23 // 

Bhésya > The instance based on ‘dissimilarity with the subject’ 
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(sZdhya-vaidharmya) (for the probans)— 
Sutra 24: (Answer) Cannot be cited, because of the 
eternality of the atom, /} ii, 2. 24 J} 
Bhasya: These being irregularity in both the instances, it is 
not a real ground. 
Then, let the ground (for the inference of the eternality of 
sound) be— 

Siitra 25 : (Objection) (Sound is eternal), “because it is 
being imparted’, // ii, 2. 25 J} l 
Bhasya : (Objection) That which is given away is found to 
exist beforchand. And this sound is imparted by the preceptor 

to the disciple. Therrfore, sound existis beforehand. 
Sutra 26 : (Answer) This is no real ground, because it is 
not apprehended in ‘between the two’ (antarãla) (viz. the 
preceptor and the disciple). // ii. 2. 26 // 
Bhasya : (Answer)By what mark is known the existence of sound 
in between the two, viz. ‘one who imparts’ (z.e. the preceptor) 
and ‘one to whom is imparted) (ie, the disciple) ? It is admitted 
no doubt that what is given exists beforehand, leaves the donor 
and reaches the donee. 
Sutra 27: (Objection) (The réfutation mentioned in the 
previous sátra is) untenable, because (of the presence of 
the mark) of teaching. / ti. 2. 27 j 
Bhésya : (Objection) Teaching is the mark (to show the exis- 
tence of the sound in between the two). In the ahsence of the 
act of imparting, there can be no teaching. 
Sūra 28: (Answer) By the act of teaching can be 
rejected neither of the theses (viz. eternality and non- 
eternality of sound), because of the possibility of teaching 
on both alternatives, // ii. 2. 28 }/ 
Bhasya : (Answer) Teaching is equally possible in both the 
alternatives, because of the absence of dispelling the doubt 
(which is as follows): Does teaching mean that the sound 
residing with the preceptor is attained by the disciple, or is 
teaching the imitation (by the disciple) of what is observed, as 
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in the case of instructing the art of dancing ? Thus teaching 
cannot be the mark of giving away. 

Let then the ground (for inferring the eternality of sound) 
be— 

Satra 29: (Objection) (Sound is eternal) because of 

‘recurring recital’ (abhpasa).(of sound). f] ii, 2.29 // 
Bhagya.. (Objection) That which is‘recurringly recited is found 
to exist’ beforehand, As in the tasc, «he looks at for five 
times” is meant that the colour already existing is being repea- 
tedly perceived. In the case of sound also, there i is recurring 
recital. For example, (itis said) “the anuzāka is ives ten 
times,” or, “the anusdka is studied twenty times.’ “Therefore, 
recurring recital is only the repeated Pre the same 
sound, , 

Sutra 30 : (Answer) No, because repetition is possible in 

spite of ‘there being difference’ (anyatoa) (of the repeated 

ones). /} ii. 2. 30 // 
Bhasya: (Answer) Repetition is spoken of even in respect of 
different (though similar actions). For example, “please dance 
twice,’ “please dance thrice,” ‘you danced twice,” “you 
danced thrice”, “he twice performs the Agnihotra rite’? and 
uhe eats twice’. Because of snch irregularity (repetition is no 
real mark of i sameness of the sound repeated), 

The use of the word anya (different) in the assertion nega- 
ting the ground of the opponent (i.e. in Nydya-siitra ti .2. 30) is 
being refuted— l 

Siira 31 : (Objection) The concept “different” (anya) is 

unreal, because that which is called different has no 

difference with what is called different (èe. with itself), 
and it (fe. the different) does become actually «identi- 
cal” (ananya) ]] i. 2. 31 ]/ : 
Bhaspa : (Objection) That which you consider as the different 
cannot be different, becanse itis identical with its own self. 
Thus, there is absence of difference (ie. ‘the different’ is a 
fiction), So your assertion, “because repetition ts possible in 
spite of there being difference” is untenable. 
As against those objecting. to the usc of the word (viz. diffe- 
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rent’), the use of the other word, (viz. ‘identical’) is being 
refuted— 
Sidra 32: (Answer) The “different” being denied, there 
‘cannot be the “identical”, because both are established 
with reference to each other. // ti. 2. 32 J] à 
Bhasya : (Answer) You propose to prove identity from ‘the 
different’ {i.z. prove the different to be identical with itself) and 
by proving this you want to discard the different, You are 
admitting the ward ‘ananya or “not different from the different” 
(ìe. identical) and you use the. compounded form ananya (ie. 
na--anya, ‘not-different from the different”). Here the word: 
anya (different) is compounded with the negative’ particle (ie: 
na==not-different),. If, however, the latter word (7.2. anya) does 
not exist, with which then is compounded the negative parti- 
cle? Therefore, of the two words namely anya and ananya, one, 
—namely the word ananya,—attains itself by being dependant 
on the other, namely. the word anya. Therefore, your claim 
that there can be no concept of the different is untenable, 
Let, then, the eternality of sound be proved on the ground, 
viz., — 
Sūtra 33 : (Objection) Because there is no apprehension 
of the cause of its (i.e. of sound) destruction. 
Jj ti. 2. 33 ff 
Bhasya: (Objection) That which is non-eternal is destroyed, 
because of specific cause. For example, the destruction ofa 
piece of stone is causéd by the disjunction of its’ ‘component 
parts’. (kdrana-dranya). If sound is non-eternal, then the cause 
by which it js destroyed should as well be apprehended. But 
it is not apprehended. Therefore, (sound is) eternal. 
Sita’ 34: (Answer) There results the absurdity of per- 
petual hearing, because there is no apprehension of the 
cause preventing hearing. // ii. 2.34 }/ 
Bhasyas (Answer) Just as in the absence of the apprehension 
of any cause of destruction there results the (alleged) non-des- 
truction of sound, so also im the absence of the apprehension 
of ary cause preventing the hearing there results the absurdity 
of perpetual hearing. It cannot be claimed that there will. be 
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no hearing because of the absence of ‘that which manifests’ 
(oyañjaka), for ‘that which manifests’ is already disproved, If 
you claim that sound, though existing, is not perpetually 
heard even in the absence of any cause (then we shall answer) 
thatthe non-existing sound is destroyed without any cause. 
Thus the contradiction with observed facts equally exists (in 
the cases of the two theses): that there is destruction of sound 
without any cause and that there is the absence of hearing 
sound without any cause. , 

Sūra 35 : (Answer continued) Further, (ifany cause of 

the destruction of sound) is known (if not by perception 

at least by inference), there being the absence of the 

non-apprehension (of the cause destroying sound) it (i.e. 

the claim of the opponent) will commit the ‘fallacy of 

the unproved’ fanapadesa—asiddha). }] ii. 2. 35 ff 
Bhagya : (Answer) The cause of the destruction of sound being 
known through inference, the ground (of the opponent, viz.) 
“because of the absence of the cause of destruction due to its 
non-apprehension” (claimed to prove eternality of sound) com- 
mits the ‘fallacy of the unproved’, like the inference ; “this ts 
a horse, because it has horns,” 

What is the inference (proving a cause of destruction of 
sound)? (We answer) : The existence of the series, The series 
of sounds is established as follows: From an original sound 
resulting from conjunction or disjunction is produced another 
sound, from this another and from this still another. In this 
series, the sounds in the form of effects (ie. the succeeding 
sounds in the series) destroy the sounds in the form of causes 
(ia the preceding ones). The ultimate sound in the series ts 
destroyed by the final conjunction with an abject which offers 
a stubborn resistance to it. It is observed that a person, though 
remaining near (the source of} sound, does not hear the sound 
if he is partitioned from it by a wall, but he can hear the 
sound even from a distance if theré is no such obstruction. 

‘When a bell is-struck, because of the audible difference of 
(the sound being) loud and louder, or mild and milder, a num- 
ber of sound-series is continuously heard, Assuming sound to 
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be eternal, to account for the series of hearing must be cited the 
cause of the manifestation of sound which js either in the bell 
or is else where or is already existing or isin the series itself. 
If no difference in sound is admitted, then the difference in the 
series of ‘hearing is to be explained. (In other words, there is 
no conceivable explanation of this if sound is assumed to be 
eternal and one), However, assuming sound to be non-eternal, 
there follows the impression in the form of speedier or slower 
motion, which resides in the bell as well as in the series of 
sounds, (which impression) is an auxiliary cause helping the 
conjunction. From the continuity of this (i.e. of the impression 
of speedier or slower motion) follows the continuity of the series 
of sounds. The loudness or mildness of sound ig due to the 
speediness or slowness of this impression and the difference in 
hearing is due to the loudness or mildness of sound. 

(Objection) Impression in the form of an auxiliary cause is 
not apprehended. Because of its non-apprehension it does exist. 
Sutra 36 : (Answer) There is no non-apprehension of that 
impression (in the form of speedier or slower motion), 
because of the absence of sound due to the pressing of 

thé bell by the hand. // ii. 2.36 // 

Bhasya : (Answer) Pressing of the bell by hand results from the 
movement of the hand. When this pressing takes place, the sound- 
series is not produced. As a consequence, no sound js heard, 
From this is inferred that the conjunction with an object that 
offers stubborn resistance destroys the auxiliary cause of sound 
in the form of impression (that is, speedier or slower motion). 
Because of its destruction, the sound-series is not produced. Since 
it isnot produced, it is not heard—just as, when as a Consequence 
of the conjunction of an arrow with an object offering stubborn 
resistance, the cause of movement in the form of the impression 
being destroyed, there is no movement of the arrow. The 
vibzation-series, which can be perceived by the tactual sense, 
also comes to an end, The pressing of the hand on an object 
made of brass is the probans for the inference of the series of 
the impressions. Therefore, there is no non-apprehension of 
the- impression in the form of an auxiliary cause. 
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Sūtra 37: (Answer to objection raised in Sära 33) If 
sound is claimed to be always existing (ie. eternal) be- 
cause of the non-apprehension of the cause of its destruc- 
tion, then there will be the absurdity of eternal: hearing. 
fit. 2.37 J] 
Bhasya : (You claim that) an object, the cause of whose destruc- 
tion is not apprehended, exists always and, because of this per- 
petual existence, becomes cternal. So also you will not be able 
to show any cause of destruction of the hearing of the different 
sounds, which in your view, is known as the manifestation of 
sound, In the absence of pointing to any cause of destruction; 
it (i.e, the hearing) will exist always and, because of this perpe- 
tual existence, it will also be eternal. If you deny this, then 
sound ennnot be (claimed as) cternal, because of its perpetual 
existence as a Consequence of the non-apprehension of the cause 
of destruction. 

(Objection) The sound co-existing with the vibration in the 
bell comes to an end, just like the vibration itself, by the press- 
ing of the hand which removes the cause (of both vibration and 
sound that exist in the bell). If the substrata of the sound and 
the pressing of the hand are different, then there would be the 
cessation only of that which is co-existing with (the pressing of 
the hand, i.e. only of the vibration in the bell), because of the 
conjunction with the object offering stubborn resistance. (Sound 
must have for its substratum the vibrating bell.and not ākāśa, 
for it comes toan end because of the conjunction of the bell 
with the hand. Ifsound has déasa for its substratum, then it 
canriot be destroyed by the „conjunction of the bell with the 
hand). 

Sutra 38 : (Answer) (The view that empty space is the 

substratum of sound) ‘caunot be refuted, because the 

substratum is without the quality of touch. jji. 2,387) 
Bhasya : (Answer) You try ‘to refute the view that sound is the 
quality of empty space. But the refulation is untenable, be- 
cause the substratum of sound does not possess the quality of 
touch. Sound has for its substratum a substance which is per- 
vasive and without the quality of touch and not a substratum 


Nyaya-siitra it, 2,39 51 


which is also the substratum of the vibration, because the noñ- 
apprehension of sound as co-extensive with colour etc. proves 
the sound-series. 

Tt is not logical to claim that sonnd, which exists in the sub- 
stances along with colour etc. is manifested with them {i.2. with 
colour etc). Why ? 

Sitra 39 : Because, (even admitting) a complex (of colour, 

sound, etc.) there remains also (ca) the fact of the appre- 

hension of difference (in intensity and mildness): 
li: 2.397} 
Bhasya : The ward ‘also’ fca) (in the sñira) implies the ground : 
“because of the existence of the sound-series,” ‘This is already 
explained. DR 

If colour etc. and sound collectively exist in the substances 
and form, the complex, there will be the perception of colour 
etc. as having precisely the same nature that exists in the com- 
plex. In that case, sound also should be perceived like colour 
etc. (i.e. as having precisely the same nature that exists in the 
complex), Assuming this there is no explanation of the percep- 
tion of the differences in sounds:in either of the following ways. 
(First), sounds, which are of various nature, which give diffe- 
rent forms of auditory experience and which may have contrary 
characteristics, are perceived as manifested in the same subs- 
tance. (Secondly); sounds, inspite of being similar as giving 
auditory experiences of the same nature and having similar 
characteristics, are: perceived as differing in loudness or mild- 
ness. Neither of these alternatives is explamed, because these 
differences must belong to differently produced sounds and not 
toa single sound which is manifested. But differences and 
differences like these exist. Therefore, these differences being 
accomplished facts, we consider that sound cannot be manifest- 
ed as co-existing with colour etc. in the different substances. 


Here ends the section on the non-eternality of sound. 
($abda-anityatve-prakarana) 
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1. TRANSFORMATION OF SOUND (LETTER) 


Bhasya : Sounds are of two ‘forms—‘embodied in letters’ 
(varndimaka) and ‘mere sounds’ (dhvanimatra). Regarding sound 
embodied in lettera— 

Sutra 40; There is doubt, because of the contrary teath- 

ings (purporting to) transformation (vikāra) and substitu- 

tion (ādeša), {} ti. 2.40 4] 

Bhasya : According to some, there is transformation in the com- 
bination of dadhi+ aira resulting in dadhyatra, the letter i (in dadhi) 
renounces its own nature and becomes p (in dadhyatra). Accord- 
ing to others, the legitimate place of 4, when vacated by it, is 
taken up by y. Inthe case of a possible vowel-conjunction, 7 
is not used but gives place toy. And this is (an example of 
what is called) substitution, : 

Both of these (viz. transformation and' snbstitution) are 
taught. Therefore, it is not clear which of the two teachings 
is the correct one. 

The teaching of substitution (ddesa) is the correct one. On 
the admission of the teaching of transformation, the transforma- 
tion cannot be inferentially proved, because of the absence of 
the perception of ‘basic agreement’ (anvaya). [Thus e.g., when 
gold is transformed into ear-ring, there is perceived the ‘basic 
agreement’ (anvaya) between the two, inasmuch as the ear-ring 
also is perceived as made of gold]. Only when there is basic 
agreement, it is possible ta infer transformation, because there 
is partial renunciation of old characteristics and partial acquist- 
tion of new characteristics, But (in the case of vowel-conjunc- 
tion) no basic agreement is perceived and therefore there can 
be no transformation. 

Further, of two letters being uttered by different kinds of 
internal exertions, the use of one is justified in the absence of 
the use of the other. The internal] exertion in the utterance of 
i is known as piu¢ta; the interna) exertion in the utterance of y is 
known as 7sat-spysfa. Thus, these two are uttered by the instr- 
mentality of two different internal exertions. Of these two, the 
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use of one (viz. $) is justified in the absence of the use of the 
other (viz, i). 

Moreover, there is no difference in a letter even when there 
is no transformation. The interna! exertion of the person utter- 
ing (the letters ¿and z) is the same in both she cases, viz. 1) 
when the letters i and y are not the results of transformation, 
namely, in the wards patate, yacchati and prapamsta or ikāra and 
idam; 2) when the letters 2 and y are the results of ‘transforma- 
tion, namely, in the combinations isty@ (isti--a) and. dadhyāhara 
(dadhi + Ghara). 

Besides, there is no difference in hearing. Therefore, substi- 
tution (adesa) is proved. 

Also because of the absence of the knowledge that one letter 
is changed into another. We do not have the knowledge that 
the letter i already employed is being transformed into y. 
What, then, do we know? (We know) that yis used'in the 
place ofi. Therefore, there can be no transformation. 

If transformation is denied, there is no transgression of the 
rules of grammar. Letters are not transformed. Admitting 
this point of view, the futilicy of grammatical rules does not 
follow so that we should be forced to admit the transformation 
of letters. One letter does not produce another letter. The y 
ig not produced byi nor thei byy. These letters have diffe- 
rence loci of utterances and have different internal exertions. It 
is but logical that one of them should be used in place of the 
other, 

Transformation can only mean either modification or the 
cause-effect relation and nothing else. But none of these possi- 
bilities exists. Therefore, there can be no transformation of 
letters, 

Just as there can be no transformation in the case ofa cam- 
bination of letters (i.e. of words), so also there can be no trans- 
formation in the case of individual letters. Just as‘in spite of 
the rules “the root as becomes bhū,” or, “the root dru becomes 
pac’’—there is neither any modification nor any cause-effect 


NS-20 


154 Nyâya-sütra ii, 2.43 


relation of the combination of letters comprising the roots and 
therefore no transformation of one group of letters into another, 
but there 1s as a matter of fact the substitution of one word by 
another, so also in the case of letters there is the substitution of 
one by another. 

There cannot be the transformation of letters also on the 
ground, viz.— 

Siiva 41 : Because (in the case of transformation), there 

is increment in ‘the transformed’ (vikāra) as a conse- 

quence of the increment of ‘the original element? 

(prakrt). J] ii. 2.41 ff 
Bhasya : ‘The transformed’ is found to vary concomitantly with 
‘the original element’. (Thus, e.g. the -ear-ring made of one 
gram of gold weighs one-gram while the ear-ring made of two 
grams of gold weighs two grams). 

But there is no concomitant variation of y (1.2. of the trans- 
formed or wikara) ‘with the short or long # (i.e. the original] ele- 
ment or prakyti)-—from which transformation may be inferred. 
(That is, the same `y resp)ts from the conjunction of both the 
short and Jong 7 with any vowel other than 4). 

Sūra 42 > (Objection) (The ground by’ which in the 

previous siitra you refute the transformation of letters) 
“is not a real ground, because the transformed is found 
to be less ar equal or more (compared to the original 
element). j} ii. 2.42 J} 
Bhasya : (Objection) The transformed. objects are found to be 
less, equal and more (compared to the original element). (Thus, 
e.g. from a heap of catton only a small bundie of thread is pro- 
duced; from a gram.of gold is produced an ear-ring of just one 
gram; from a small seed grows a large tree.) Similarly, (in the 
transformation ofzinto y) the transformed (2.4. y) may be less 
than (the original element 2). 

Silva 43 : (Answer) In default of both forms of the pro- 

bans (2.4. probantia based on similarity, and dissimila- 

rity), the instances do not prove anything. J} ti. 2.43 // 
Bhasya : There is no probans’here based on either similarity or 
dissimilarity with the instance cited. A mere instance without 


a 
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a well-ascertained probans proves nothing. There can be no 
rule on the basis of heterogencous instances, ’ Just as a horse 
employed to carry load in place of a bull does not indicate the 
transformation of the bull (into a horse), so also the y, put in the 
place of i, does not indicate any transformation. There is no 
logic behind the rule that an instance will prove something 
while a counter-instance will prove nothing. 

The instances cited of the transformed objects (in Nyäya- 
sttra ii. 2. 42) are— 

Sutra 44: Not relevant, because there exist differences 

in the cases of unequal /aiulya) original elements. 

i Jj ii 2.44 j) 
Bhasşya : In the cases of unequal substances, the relation of the 
original, element (with the unequal substances, iz. with the 
transformed) may differ. Nevertheless, the transformed must 
be in accordance with the original element. 

But the y (ie. the transformed) does not follow the nature 
ofi. Therefore, the instances of the transformed objects are 
no real instances, 

Sira 45: (Objection) There is irregularity (sikalpa) in 

the case of the transformation of letters, just as there is 

irregularity in the case of the transformation of sub- 
stances. // ii, 2.45 /} 
Bhas ya: (Objection) Just as there is ‘irregularity in the trans- 
formation of the original elements which are same from the 
point of view of being substances, so also there ig irregularity 
in the transformation of the original letters which are the same 
from the point of view of being letters. 

Sitra 46: (Answer) No (ie. yis not the transformation 

of 2), because the characteristic of the transformed is not 

found in it (is. iny}. J/ ii. 2.46 j) 

Bhäsya : (Answer) Now is explained the characteristic of the 
transformed in cave of the substances in general. That is 
known as {a case of} the transformed when a substance—be it 
of the nature of éarth or gold—loses its previous structure and 
attains a new structure in spite of retaining its intrinsic nature. 
In the case of letters in general, there is no intrinsic nature of 
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sound, which remains basically the same and yet Joses i-ness to 
attain y-ness. Therefore, just as in spite of there being. irregula- 
rity of transformation (with the sameness) from the point of 
view of being substances, the horse is not claimed as the trans- 
formation of the bull since no characteristic of the transformed 
is perceived in it, so also y 1s not a transformation of 3, since no 
characteristic of the transformed is found in it. 

‘There cannot be the transformation of the letters, also on 
the ground (namely)— 

Sūtra 47: (Answer continued) Because (in the case of 

rea} transformation) the transformed cannot revert back 

to the original element. } Hi. 2. 47 // 
Bhasja: (Answer) (On the assumption of) transformation 
of letters, there is no explanation for the reverting back of the 
letters. Why ? Because (in the case of real -transformation) 
there is no inference to prove the reverting back. (The fact is 
that) the i, after being changed into p, can again be reverted 
back toz. Not that there is no inference to prove that y takes 
the place of i and (in the case of not making the conjunction) 
y does not take the place of 7. 

Sūtra 48 ; (Objection) The ground (mentioned in the 

previous silva) is not a real ground, because (of the fact) 

of the reversion of gold etc. - // ii. 2.48 /) | 
Bhasya : (Objection) The claim that there is:no inference to 
prove (the reverting back) is untenable. Here is the inference : 
The gold in the form of ear-ring may, by surrendering its farm 
of the ear-ring, be transformed into a rucake (ie a decoration 
for the horse) and the rucaka again may, by surrendering its 
form of the rucaka, be transformed into the ear-ring. Similarly, 
i, after being transformed into y, may again become 4 

This inference is not a real inference, ‘because of the fallacy 
of irregularity. Are you going to explain the reverting back 
of the letters just like the milk, which after being transformed 
into curd, again reverts back to milk (—a possibility which is 
palpably absurd), or like the reverting back of the gold ? 
However, the legitimacy of the example of gold also is— 

Sūtra 49 | (Answer) Not there; because in che transfor- 
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med objects of gold there is no absence of goldness. 

ff ìi. 2.49 ff 
Bhasya: (Answer) The gold, remaining as gold, becomes specific 
objeces (like ¢ar-rings ctc.) by surrendering sme of its features 
and by acquiring some new features. But there is no sound- 
substance which acquires the new feature of y-ness by surren- 
dering the feature of i-ness. ‘Therefore, the instance of gold 
dots not hold good. 

(Objection) (The transformation of letters) cannot be rejec- 
tcd because there is no absence of letter-ness in the transformed 
letters, The transformed letters also do not exist without 
having létter-ness, just as the transformed golden objects do 
not exist without goldness, 

_ (Answer) There may be various forms of the basic substance 
but not of its essence as being substance, The ear-ring and the 
racaka are but forms of gold, but not of gold-ness. This being 
so, of what sound-substance can i and y be considered as the 
forms ? Letter-ness is a universal and these two (viz. the letters 
i and y) cannot be its forms. The form which is renounced 
cannot be the basis of the form which is acquired. Therefore, 


‘the i, surrendering its own form, cannot be the basis of the 


emerging y. 

The transformation of letters is.unproved on the further 
ground, namely— _ 

Sūtra 50 : (Answer continued) Because, in the case of 

eternality (of letters) there can be no transformation, 

and in the case of non-eternality (the letter) cannot 

sexist. ff 112.50 7/ 
Bhasya . (Answer) On the assumption that letters are eternal, 
both i and -y—being letters—would be equally eternal and 
(therefore) there can be no transformation. In the’ case of 
eternality, ie. non-destructibility (of both), which will be 
transformed into what ? Supposing, then, the letters are non- 
eternal ? In that case, letters cannot remain. What is meant 
by letters not-remaining ? The: destruction after origination. 
Thus, the b is produced after the origin and subsequent des- 
truction of i and the i is produced after the origin and eventual 


‘of view of non-eternality of lettérs is— 
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destruction of y. (In such a circumstance), which is the trans- 
formation of what ? Such not-remaining of Terem is to be 
understood. (both) in case of ‘conjunction after! ‘disjunction’ and 
in the ease of ‘disjunction after conjunction.’ 

(Supposing the opponent takes recourse zo jäi or futile 
rejoinder-and seeks to show that the transformation of letters 
can be explained on the assumption of both eternality and non- 
eternality of letters), (T'he transformation) is proved on the 
assumption of eternality (as follows)— 

Saira 51; (Objection) The transformation.of letters is 

not ruled out because of the imperceptibility as well as: 

the irregularity of other features of the cternal, i 
{{ i2. S1 ff 
Bhāşya : (Objection) It cannot be denied that the eternal 
jetters are transformed. Just as among the eternal objects some 
(e.g: the atoms) are imperceptible, but the letters (in spite of 
being eternal) are perceptible. Similarly, among the eternal 
objects, some /é.g. the atoms) are not transformed while the 
letters (in spite of being eternal) are transformed. ' 

(Vatsyayana’s answer to this jai): The irrégularity of the 
features of the eternal (taken asthe ground by the opponent} 
is not a real ground, because of the faliacy of the contradictory. 
The eternal (by definition) is that which has neither origin nor 
destruétion, i.e. the eternal is that which is without the charac- 
teristic of being produced or being destroyed. On the contrary, 
the non-eternal is thar which has the characteristic of being 
produced and being destroyed: Without. origination:and des- 
truction, there can be no real transformation. If the letters 
are (actually) transformed, then . „these cannot be eternal If 
these are eternal, then these eannot have any real transforma- 
tion. Therefore, (your alleged ground) of the irregularity of 
the features (of the eternal) is only a pseudo-probais called the 
contradictory. 

The solution (of the opponent employing jati) from the point 
Sūira 52 : (Objection) The transformation of letters is 
admissible, just like the perception of the transitory 
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letters. /fii. 2.52// 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as there can be the hearing of the 
transitory. letters, so also there can bestransformation of these. 
(Vatsyayana’s answer to this jati): The perception of (transi- 


tory) letters assumed {bythe opponent) to be the ground for 


proving his point (ie. the transformation of letters) cannot 
prove hig point, because of the absence of any invariable rela- 
tion (between the perception of the transitory letters and their 
transformation) the preception of which can lead to the infe- 
rence of the transformation of letters. Such a claim (íe, the 
claim of the opponent) is as good asthe claim: “since earth 
has the qualities of smell etc., it. has also the qualities of sound, 
pleasure, etc.” The perception. of a transitory letter does not 
exclude the possibility of the use of another letter afrer the re- 
moval of the other letter. Ifthe letter y, which comes to fill 
the vacancy caused by the removal of ¢, could be removed by 
tlie perception. of a Jetter, then there would have been the 
knowledge thar the 1, while. being perceived (as i}, becomes y. 
Therefore, the perception of a letter. cannot. be the ground 
for proving the transfermotion of letters. 
Sūtra 53 : (Gawtama’s answer to the jali) The refutation 
(by the above jai) is. untenable, because on the assump- 
tion of the transformation (of letters) there will be the 
absence of eternality and because tronsformation can 
take place in a different temporal context. }/ii. 2.53// 
Bhasya : (Answer) The refutation (by the ground, namely) 
“because. of the irregularity of the features of the eternal” 
(Nydya-sutra ii. 251) is untenable. Something subject to trans- 
formation is not found to be eternal. The refutation (by the 
ground, viz.) «just like the perception of transistory letters” 
(Nydya-siira ii, 2.52) is not tenable. -A person, afier using for 
along time the disjoined form, viz. dadhi--atra, uses the con- 


joined form, vis. dadhyatra. :The i being destroyed long ago, 


whose transformation is to be viewed the yto be? The point 
that inevitably arises here is that in the absence of the cause 
there is also the absence of the effect. 

The transformation of letters is unproved on the farther 
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ground, viz.— 
Sūtra 54; (Answer) Because there is no uniformity of the 
original element (in the case of the transformation of 
letters). f/f. 2.54// ' 
Bhasya : (Answer) Sometimes y takes the place of i, (e.g. dadhi+ 
atra==dadhyatra) and sometimes i takes the place of J, eg 
vidhpati. (Fhe root madh takes the form sidh in canjugation). 
Had there been the ‘relation of the original element and the 


‘transformed’ (prakrti-vikyi-bhava) among letters, there should 


have been a- uniformity about the original clement. ` Because; 
in the case of real transformation, there is uniformity of the 
original element (ie. the original clement always remains the 
origina] element), 

Sutra 55 : (Objection) There being á regularity about the 

irregularity itself, there is no absence of regularity. 

fj ti. 2.55 ff 

Bhasya : (Objection) The absence of uniformity of the original 
element referred to, being invariably present in respective 
objects, amounts to regularity, because of this invariable pre- 
sence. This being so, there is no absence of regularity. There- 
fore, the argument, viz. “because of the absence of the unifor- 
mity of the original element” (Nyaya-stitra 11. 2.54) js untenable. 

Sūtra 56 : (Answer) (The opponent cannot offer) the 

above refutation, because of the contradiction between 

uniformity and non-uniformity and because the non- 

uniformity itself is subject to (some'form of) uniformity. 

(That is, the very claim that non-uniformity 15 subject 

to some uniform rule amounts to the assumption of the 

facthood of non-uniformity itself}. // ii. 2.56 }/ 
Bhagya : (Answer) By uniformity is meant the admission of some 
fixed rule and by non-uniformity its denial. There being a 
contradiction between the admitted and’ the ‘denied, the two 
cannot be the same. Moreover, in spite of the invariable 
presence, non-uniformity cannot amount to uniformity; because 
by this statement the essential nature of. non-uniformity is not 
negated. What then? The uniformity is established with regard 
to thé rule signified by uniformity, because of its (i.e. of the 
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rule) uniform presence. Therefore, the refutation that “be- 
cause of regularity about irregularity” is not tenable. 
Further, this transformation of letters cannot be the result 
of either modification or cause-effect relation, What then ? 
Sutra 57: The transformation of letters (really) means 
nothing but changes resulting from ‘qualitative change’ 
(gunaniara-dpatn}, ‘transmutation’ (vpamarda) , ‘shortening’ 
(hrdsa), ‘elongation’ (orddhi), ‘condensation’ (lesa) and 
‘addition’ (Sesa). (That is, transformation of letters in 
the sense of modification or effectuation—i.e. transforma- 
tion in its real sense—is not admitted, However, changes 
of letters only in the specific cases of changes enumerated 
are admitted and by transformation of letters is meant 
nothing but these changes). // ii. 2.57 /} 
Bhasya ; Transformation {of letters only means) the substitution 
of one letter by another. Transformation in this sense may be 
of various forms. hus: qualitative change, e.g. replacement 
of udātta accent by anudaita accent, Transmutation means the 
emergence of a new form in place of a destroyed one. (Bg, 
the use of the root hā in place of the root as). Shortening 
means.cutting a long vowel into a short one. Elongation means 
stretching a short vowel into a long one or stretching either of 
the two vowels into the ‘protracted’ /plutz) forro. Condensa- 
tion méans compression, e.g. the change of as (into s) in the 
form staf, Addition means the intrusion of the ‘base’ (prakrti) 
or of a suffix, These alone are the forms of transformation of 
letters. However, all these mean nothing but substitution. If 
the objector agrees to mean by transformation of letters these 
changes, then there may be transformation of letters. 


Here ends the section on the transformation of sound (letter) 
(dabda-payinama-prakarana) ; 
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IV. THF DETERMINATION OF. THE MBANING OF A TERM 


Sūtra 58 : They (z.e. groups of letters) become terms 

(pada) when suffixes are added to them. /Jii. 2.58}/ 
Bhasya: Thegroup of letters, which are changed according to 
rules, become terms when suffixes are addcd to them. Suffixes 
are of two forms, viz. ‘suffixes added to substantives’ (nzmiki) 


‘and “suffixes added to verbal roots’ (akhyatiki). Thus, €g., 


brdhmanah pacait (“the Brahmin ‘is cooking” : the term brahma- 
nah exemplifies the addition of a suffix to a substantive and the 
term pacati exemplifies ‘the addition of a suffix to a verbal root). 

(Objection) This means that the prefixes (upasargza) and the 
«indeclinable particles’ (nipata) are not regarded as terms. 
Therefore, the definition of term (given above) will have to be 
changed. 

(Answer) The elision (lopa) of the suffixes in the case of the 
indeclinable particles is prescribed (in grammar) for extending 
the definition of terms to upasarga and nipata. A 

{Determination of the exact meaning of a term) is necessary 
because right knowledge is obtained through the terms. Let 
us have the critical examination (of the exact meaning of a term) 
with reference to the substantive go{cow). (Throughout this 
discussion of. the exact meaning of a term) the term ‘cow’ is to 
be taken as the instance, 

In respect of the exact meaning (of a term)— .. 

Saira 59: There is doubt, because it (térm) is found to 

be in use as ‘invariably related’ (sannidhi) to (i.e. as con- 

veying) the individual (oyakiz), the shape (kyti) and the 

class-easencé (jāt). fii. 2.59// 

Bhasya : The word sannidhi (in the sitra) means “being invariably 
related’. The term ‘cow’ (go) is used to convey the individual, 
the shape and the class-essence, which are invariably related to 
it. From this it isnot ascertained whether the term actually 
signifies.any one of these three or all the three. 

The exact meaning of a term is determined from the capa- 

city in which it may be used. Therefore— 


A 
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Siva 60 ; (Objection) The term means the individual 

` (yakti), because in the following cases, viz.—by the pro- 

noun ‘that’, by group, by gift, by acceptance of gift, by 

numbers, by growing fat, by becoming emaciated, by 
colour, by the use of compound, and by reproduction— 

the term is used to mean the individual, //1i. 2.60// 

Bhasya : (Objection) The term means the individual. Why? 
“Because in the case of the use of ‘that’ etc., it is employed-to 
mean the individual. By being ‘employed.to mean’ is signified 
‘conveying’. 

“The cow that stands” or “the cow that is sitting” —in 
these expressions: (the:term cow) does not signify the class-ess- 
ence, because there is no difference in the class-essence, but (in 
these sentences the term tow’ means) individual cows in which 
alone the differences exist. 

In the expression, “group of cows” (the term ‘cow’) means 
the individuals, because these are different—and not the class- 
essence, because it-is the same. 

. In the sentence, “a person making gift of a cow to the learn- 
ed”—the thing renounced cannot mean the class-essence, be- 
cause the class-essence ‘is abstract and cannot be the object of 
the ceremony preceding and following the gift. 

Acceptance means making something one’s own. (In the 
sentences) “the cow belongs to Kaimndinya” or “the cow be- 
longs to the Brahmin’'—if (by the term ‘cow’)—are meant 
individuals, the difference in the relation due to the difference 
of individuals çan be explained. But the class-essence is not 
dffcrent (and therefore cannot -be referred to by the term 


7 3). 
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(In the case of) number—~in the expressions, “ten cows”, 
“twenty cows’, the individual cows are counted and nat the 
class-essence, which has no difference. ` 

«Growing fat” —means the nourishment of the limbs of an 
object having: parts (i.e of the cow). (Thus, e.g.) “the cow 
has grown fat’’—(here the term ‘cow’ cannot mean) the class. 
essence, which has no parts. 

This also explains the case of emaciation. 
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(In the case of) colour—in the expressions “a white cow”, 
and “a brown cow”, the quality can belong to the individual 
and not to the ¢lass-cssence. 

(In the case of ) compound—(in the expressions) go-hilam 
(the welfare of the cow) and go-sukham (the pleasure of the 
cow), welfare etc, can be related to the individual and not to 
the class-easence. ! 

Reproduction means giving birth to offsprings of similar 
kinds. For example : “a cow is born of a cow.” Reproduction 
can refer to the individuals, which have the characteristic of 
being born, and not to the class-essence, because of the absence 
of the characteristic of being born (in the class-essence). 

The individual means an individual member. 

This view is being refuted thus— 

Sūtra 61 ; (Answer) No (i.2. the term does not mean the 

bare individual), because of the absence of any fixed 

determination of the individual. // ii. 2.61 // 
Bhasya : (Answer) The term does not mean the bare individual. 


Why? Because of the absence of any fixed determination. of” 


the individual. That which 1s specifically referred to by the 
expressions ‘that’ etc. is‘what is meant by the term ‘cow’, In 
the expressions “the cow that stands” and “the cow that sits”, 
(the term cow) does not mean the bare individual without 
being characterised by the class-essence. What (does it mean) 


then ? Te means the cow as characterised by the class-essence. 


Therefore,the term does not mean the bare individual. 
- The cases of group ete. are to be similarly understood. 

If the term does not mean the bare individual, then how is 
it used to mean the individual? In spite of the absence of the 
capacity to mean the individual, terms are used to mean indi- 
viduals because of some specific conditions. It sis observed 
that— 

Sutra 62 : (Answer continued) ‘In spite of the absence of 

the capacity to mean’ (a-tadbhave api) (the objects other 

than those signified by them), words ‘are used to mean’ 

(fat-upacarak) a Brahmin, the platform, straw-mat, the 

“king, the enemy, the sandal-wood, the Ganges, a` gown, 
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foad, and a person—on the followirig conditions : asso» 
ciation (sahacurapa), place of ‘residence (sthana), need 
(tadarthya), behaviour (ortta), measurement (māna), con- 
tainer (dhavana), nearness (samipya), relation (yoga), cause 
(sadhana) and prominence (adhipatya.). ff ii. 2.62 J] 
Bhasya : (Answer) The expression a-tadbhave afi tat-upacarah 
means that something which is not the actual meaning of a 
term is being signified by that term. (Examples :) 
Due to association: In the expression “feed the sticks”, 
(the sticks} mean the Brahmins carrying the sticks. 
Due to place of residence: In the expression “the plat- 


forms are crying”, (the platforms) mean the persons on the 


platform. 

Due to need : When the straws are woven for the purpose 
of making a mat, the expression used is: “one is weaving a 
mat’, 

Due to behaviour : The expressions “thè king is a Yama 
or “the king is a Kuvera” mean that the king behaves. like them. 
Dueto measurement : The expression “an adhaka of pounded 
barley” means that amount of pounded barley as measured by 
an adhoka. 

Due to the container : The expression fula-candana (‘‘sandal- 
wood in the balance”) means sandal-wood intended to be 
weighed by the balance. 

Due to nearness : In the expression “the cows graze in the 


” 


Ganges” /garigayam pavah caranti), the term Ganges means the 
fields on the bank of the Ganges. 

Due to relation : the expression “black-cloth” means a cloth 
with black colour. 

Due to cause > “food 4s life” 

Due to prominence : there arc expressions like “this person 
is the family,” “this person is the gotra.” 

The term ‘cow’, signifying the class-essence, is secondarily 


‘used to mean the individual because of {two of the above) con- 


ditions, viz. ‘due to association’ and ‘due to relation.’ 
If the term ‘cow’ does not mean the individual, then let it 


mean— 
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Silra 63 : (Objection) The shape (dkrit), because the 

knowledge of the existence of the animal is dependent 

on it (ie. on the shape). //ii-2,63 ff - 
Bhasya: (Objection) The. term signifies the shape: Why? 
Because the knowledge of the existence of the animal depends 
on it. j 

Shape means the structure constituted by the limbs of the 
animal as well as the parts of these limbs. When this shape is 
known, there is the definite knowledge of ‘the existence of che 
animal as “this is a cow” or “this is a horse’; but when (this 
shape).is not known (there is no such definite knowledge). -The 
term should mean only that the knowledge of which leads to 
the definite. knowledge of the existence of the animal. There: 
fore, this. shape is meant by it (2.6. by the term). 

. But this view is not established. By the term cow is meant 
the object characterised by the class-essence, i.¢, which has 
relation with the class-essence (viz. cowness). There is no 
connection of the class-essence with the structure of the limbs 
etc. (te. the shape). With which then is it (1. the class-essence 
connected ? It is connected with the animal as a whole, cons- 
tituted by the structure of the limbs. Therefore, the termi does 
not mean the shape. 

Let the term, then, mean the class- essence— 

Sutra 64: (Objection) The term means the class- 

essence (jati) because in spite of the presence of. indivi- 

duality and shape in an earthen cow, it is not made the 

object of the ceremony of sprinkling water etc, (observed 

‘in connection with the gift of a cow), /) ii. 2. 64 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) The term means the class-essence. Why ? 
Because, in spite of the presence of the individual and the 
shape in an earthen cow, it is not made the object of the cere- 
mony of sprinkling water etc. (observed in connection with the 
gift of a cow).. The expressions “sprinkle water on the cow”, 
‘bring the cow” and “give away the cow? —are not usëd in 
respect of an earthen cow. Why? Because of the absence of 
‘the classsessence in it. Both individuality and shape exist in 
it. However, the term must mean that in the absence of which 
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there is no right knowledge of the cow. 
Stira 65: (Answer) No (ie. the term does not mean the 
class-essence alone), because the knowledge of the class- 
essence is not irrespective of (the knowledge of the shape 
and the individual). /} ii. 2. 65 // : 
Bhasya : (Answer) The knowledge of the class-essence depends 
on the knowledge of the shape. and the individual. Without 
the apprehension of the shape and the individual, there is no 
apprehension of the bare class-essence, Therefore, the term 
does not mean mere Class-essence. 
However, it is not that the term does not mean anything. 
What, then, does the term mean ? 
Siva 66: (Gautama’s final conclusion) But (tw) the term 
means the individual-cum-shape-curn-class-essence, 
H it. 2. 66 /) 
Bhasya : The word tu (in the sūtra) is used to convey a special 
significance. What is the special significance ? The absence of 
any filxed rule as to the primacy and relative unimportance (of 
either of the three) in the case of the meaning ofa term. 
When by the term the difference is sought to be expressed, and 
is known a particular member—there isin the meaning the 
primacy of the individual and relative unimportance of the 
class-essence and the shape. When, however, the. difference 
is not sought to be expressed, and the clasa is known asa, 
whole—there is in the meaning the primacy of the class- 
essence and relative unimportance of the shape and the indivi- 
dual- There are many instances of this. Cases of the primacy 
of the shape may accordingly be understood. 
How to ascertain that the individual, the shape and the 
class essence are different? From the differences in their defini- 


tions, Of these— 
Sutra 67 : Individual means the ‘specific image’ (mūrti), 
which is the substratum of some qualities (like colour 
etc} ff ii. 2. 67 Jf 
Bhasyas Individual fvpaktı) is that which is manifested, iz. 
becomes the object of the senses. All substances are not indivi- 
duals. Individual means that substance which is the substratum 
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of qualities beginning with colour and ending with touch (3-2. 
colour, taste, smell and touch) as well as heaviness, density, 
impression (samskara) and non-pervasive magmitude; because 
the specific image is constituted by parts conjoined together. 

Sūtra 68: Shape is that by which is knowa the class- 

essence or its mark. // ii. 2. 68 }/ f 
Bhāşya : That is to be known as the shape by which is indicated 
the class-essence or the marks of the class-essence, This shape 
is nothing but the fixed structuré constituted by. the limbs of 
an animal as well as the parts of thess limbs. The limbs of 
the animal, which arc themselves constituted by a fixed com- 
bination of thé parts, are the marks for inferring the class- 
essence, Wor example, people infer the cow from its head or 
feet. If there is a fixed structure of the limbs of the animal 
(viz. the cow), cowness 3s known. Where the class-cssence is 
nat manifested by the shape—for example, in the cases of clay, 
gold, silver, ete,-the shape is excluded (from the meaning of 
the terms gold, silver, ctc. ie. these terms do not signify the 
shapé), which means that these signify only the class-essence 
and the individual. 

Sūtra 69 : Class-essencte- is that which produces the know- 

ledge of commonness. j/ ii. 2.69 // 
Bhagya : The class-essence is that which produces the knowledge 
of commonness in different objects, iz. that by the presence of 
which the different objects are not mutually differentiated, ie. 
the entity which is the cause of the continuation of the same 
knowledge in different objects. That which points to similarity 
(of something) with some individuals and at the same time 
differentiates (it) from other individuals is also a class-essence, 
though of a special type. 

Here ends the section on the determination of the meaning of a term 

(padartha-nirupané-prakaranc) 


Setond inika of the second chapter ends 


Adhyaya 3 Ahnika 1 


I. ON THE SELF AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE SENSE-ORGANS 


Bhasya ; The critical examination of the pramana-s being over, 
now are being critically examined the ‘objects.of knowledge’ 


(prameya's). (The list of) these (prameya-s) begins with the self. 


Hence the self is.being critically examined first. 

Is the self a mere assemblage of body, sense-organs, mind, 
knowledge and feelings {of pleasure and pain)? Or, is it some- 
thing different (from such an assemblage) ? 

What is the cause of such a doubt? Because there are 
‘references’ (upyapadeta) in both forms. By reference is meant 
the statement of the relation between the agent (karty) and its 
action (kiya) as well as its instrument (karana). It isin two 
forms. (First) the reference to the whole by the parts, for 
example, ‘the tree stands on its roots”, “the building stands 
on the pillars”. (Secondly), the reference to something by 
something else, for example, “one cuts with the axe”, “one 
sees with the lamp”. 

(Regarding the scl) there are references like: “one sees 
with the eyes”, “one knows with the mind”, “one judges 
with the belp of knowledge” and “one feels pleasure and pain 
with the body”. In these cases, (the nature of} the references 
is not clear, Isic a reference by the parts to the whole iie to 
the self) in the sense of an assemblage of body etc. ? Or, is it a 
reference by something to something else as distinct from it 
(i-e. the assemblage)? This isa reference to something by 
something else. Why ? 

Sūtra J: Because (the same knower) knows the same 

- object through the visual as well as the tactual senses 
organs, /f iii 1.1 // 
Bhigya : An object is perceived by.the visual sense, The same 
object is perceived by the tactual serise. (We have experiences 
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in the form) “I am now perceiving through the tactual sense 
the same object which I previously perceived through the 
visual sense”, and “I am now perceiving through the visual 
sense the same object which I previously perceived through the 
tactual sense”. These two perceptions of the same object are 
apprehended (by a further internal perception in the form of 
recognition or pratyabhijrtana).as having an identical agent and. 
not as having for their agerits the aggregate of body cte., nor as 
having for thcir identical agent anysense-organ. Therefore, 
the self as a distinct category is that which isthe knower of the 
game object through ‘the visual as well as the tactual senses 
and which re-cognises these two perceptions that are obtained 
through different sense-organs which have an identical agent 
and which have for themselves an identical object. But why 
(these two perceptions are not apprehended) as having for 
their identical agent the sense-organ ? Because, each sense= 
organ is capable of apprehending its own, appropriate object 
and hence, can have re-cognition of only that which is not due 
to any other sense-organ. No sense-organ can apprehend an 
object which is not appropriate for it, But why (these two 
perceptions are not apprehended) as having for their agent the 
aggregate of body etc. ? Because the knower, which is one and 
the same, can apprehend the two perceptions that are abraimed 
through different sense-organs and which perceptions are, 
moreover, recognised by itself (i.e. the same knower); but an 
aggregate cannot (thus apprehend). Why ? Because, no mem: 
ber in an aggregate can have the re-cognition of the apprehen- 
sion ofa different object (i.e. of an object apprehended by a 
different member of the aggregate), just asin the case ofa 
different sense-organ (which cannot have re-cognition of the 
perception of an object apptchended through another sense- 
organ). 
Sitva 2. (Objection) No (i.e. the self is not distinct from - 
the aggrcgate of body etc.), because there is the law of 
the restriction of each scnse-organ to, its appropriate 
object. Jj iii. 1.2 j 
Bhasya : (Objection) there is no conscious self distinct frorn 
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the aggregate of the body etc. Why ? Because there is the law 
of the restriction of éach sense-organ to its appropriate object. 
Each of the sense-organs (can perceive) only its appropriate 
-object. In the absence of the visual sense, there is no appre- 
hension of colour, Only in the presence thereof, there is the 
apprehension. When a function does not take place in the 
absence of something, but takes place in its presence, the func- 
tion is ascertained to be due to that something.. Therefore, 
the perception of colour is the function of the visual sense, i.¢. 
the visual sensé perceives the colour. So also are the cases of 
the olfactory and other senses. These sense-organs themselves 
are to be considered as conscious agents, because they perceive 
their respective objects and further because the presence or 
absence of the senses is followed by the presence or absence of 
the apprehension of the object.. This being so, why admit a 
conscious self over and above ? 

(Vatsyayana’s answer to the objection) The ground (of the 
opponent) is untenable, because it is vitiated by doubt. The 
doubt is: Is this—vz. presence or absence of the sense-organs 
co-existing with the presence or absence of the apprehension 
of objects—due to the sense-organs being themselves conscious ? 
Or, is their function in causing apprehension due to these 
being used as implements (upakarana) by a conscious agent ? 
The law referred to can be explained, because the sense-organs 
(without being themselves conscious) can he the causes of 
apprehension when used as implements by a conscious agent. 

As to the (opponent’s) claim that (there is no self distinct 
from the aggregate of body etc.) because there is the law of the 
restriction of each sense-organ to its appropriate object, (it is 
answered )— R 

Silva 3 : (Answer) The self cannot be denied, because 

the existence of the self is proved by the very law of the 

restriction of each sense-organ to its appropriate object. | 

J} tii, 1.3 7 
Bhasya : (Answer) in the event of there being a single sense- 
organ which is not restricted to any specific object, which is 
capable of knowing everything, which can apprehend all sorts 


172 Nydya-sitra iif. 1.3 


of objects and which is itself conscious—who tan at all infer a 
conscious agent distinct from it? Since, however, the sense- 
organs are restricted to their respective objects, the conscious 
agent distinct from them, which is capable of knowing every- 
thing and which can apprehend al! sorts of objects, is inferred 
from the very law of the restriction of each sense-organ to its 
appropriate object. Here is an ‘indisputable evidence’ (abhi- 


Jiana, literally the insignia) for that which is characteristically 


conscious. This conscious self, while perceiving colour, infers 
the taste or smell previously perceived. Also, while perceiving 
smell it infers the colour and taste (previously perceived). The 
same can be said of the objects (of the sense-organs). It per- 
ceives smell after perceiving colour and it perceives colour after 
perceiving smell, Such an absence of any fixed order leads to 
the conclusion that all these perceptions of different objecis 
have a single consctous entity as their substratum and that 
these perceptions have the same agent. (The self) also deter- 


mines that the knowledge of various objects in the forms of 


perception, inference, verba] testimony and doubt are due to 
its own agency and apprehends them as such. It further knows 
the sdstra which is all-comprehensive and knows moreover 
objects beyond the range of the auditory setise-organ. Besides, 
it listens to the sounds (2.2. letters) uttered in succession, orga- 
nises these as words and sentences,- understands the relation 
between words and their implications and thus comprehends 
various kinds of objects which are not perceptible by any single 
sense-organ, This absence of any restriction regarding the 
objects known by one who knows everything (i.e. the self) can- 
not be exhaustively enumerated. Only a few examples are 
shown here. Therefore, it is baseless for you to claim that the 
sense-organs themselves being conscious there is no need to 
admit a distinct conscious agent. 


Here ends the section on the self as distinct from the sense-organs 
(indriya-wyativeka-alma-fprakarana) 
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Il. ON THE SELF AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE BODY 


Bhasya : The self is distinct from the body etc. and is not a 
mere aggregate of body etc, also because— 

Sitva 4 : (On this assumption) there results (the absurdity 

of) the absence of sin caused by the burning of the body 

(i.e. killing living beings). // ili, 1.4 {/ 

Bhajya:"The word body (Sarira) in the sūtra is used in the 
sense of the aggregate of the body, sensc-organs, knowledge 
(buddhi) and feetings (vedand)—(the aggregate) which has assu- 
med the form ofa living being. The word sin (pataka) means 
the vice resulting from causing injury to living beings on the 
part of a person who burns the body in the form of the living 
being. There results the absence of such a sin, because the 
actual agent cannot be related to its results while something 
other than the actual agent becomes related to it. Inthe stream 
(of ever-changing) body, sense-organs, knowledge and feeling, 
a certain aggregate is produced while another is destroyed. 
This stream comprising of the production and destruction of 
the successive aggregates of (body etc.) does not disagree with 
difference, because the aggregates of body ctc. are different 
from one another. Each aggregate of body etc, is well-known 
as different from the other. 

This being so, the actual aggregate of body etc. in the form 
of a living being which causes injury cannot be related to the 
results of causing injury, while the one which gets related to 
them is one that does not cause the injury. Thus, the selves 
being d firent there results the absurdity of ‘being unrelated to 
the fruition of one’s own action’ (t7la-hana) and ‘being related 
to the fruition ofan action not performed by oneself’ (akria- 
abhydgama). 

Further, on the assumption of the self being originated and 
the self being destroyed, there results the absurdity of the pro- 
duction of body without the instrumentality of karma (7.2. the 
merits and demerits resulting from actions). In that case, 
there will be no use of the practice of celibacy (brahmacarpa) for 
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the attainment of liberation. Thus, if the'self is a mere, agere- 
gate of body ètc., there cannot be any sin resulting from caus- 
ing injury to the living beings. But this is inadmissible. There- 
fore, the self is eternal and distinct from the aggregate of body 
elc. 

Silva 5 : (Objection) There will be the absurdity of the 
absence of that (i.e. sin resulting from causing injury to 
living’ beings), even by, the burning ofa body with a 
distinct self; because of the eternality of the self. 

; ff iti, 1.5 

Bhagya : (Objection) Even according to those who consider that 

-the body which is burnt (or which is injured) is endowed with 
an eternal self, there cannot be any sin resulting from burning 


the body (or causing injury to it on the part of one who burns. 


(or caures injury). Why? Because of the eternality of the self. 
One can never cause injury to this eternal self. If, however, 
(you admit) that it can be injured, it can no longer be consi- 
dered eternal. Thus, if on the one altefnative (viz, that the 
self is a mere aggregate of body etc.), there can be no ‘sin in 
causing injury, on.the other alternative (viz: that the self is 
eternal and distinct from body etc.) the act of causing injury 
becomes an impossibillry. 
Sitra 6 : (Answer) No tie. there is no absurdity of the 
absence of sin resulting from causing injury), ‘because 
injury is caused to the body and the sense-organs’ (or 
‘because injury is caused to the aggregate of body, sense 
organs,.etc.’) (Karpairaya-kartyvadhat), ff tii. 1.6 f) 
Bhasya : (Answer) We do not talk of killing or injuring the 
eternal self. Thus, causing injury means injuring in «the form 


E eee ° 
of tormenting (upaghdta) or injuring in the forra of causing | 


deformity (zaikalya) or injuring in the form of killing (6ram&pana) 
to the body, which is the substratum of the activities. of the 
indestructible self, and to the sense-organs which are the instru- 
ments of apprehending their respective objects. The activity of 
the self means the apprehension of pleasure and pain. The 
body is the ‘locus, że. the abode, iz. the substratum of this 
apprehension. Causing injury means injuring the body which 
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is the substratum of the activity of the self and injuring the 
sense-organs which are the instruments of apprehending their 
respective objects, and it does not mean injuring the eternal 
self. Therefore, it is illogical for you to claim, ‘there will be 
the absurdity of the absence of that (3e. sin resulting from caus- 
ing injury to living beings) even by the burning of a body with 
a distinct self, because of the eternality of the self.’ 

Ouly for those who consider injury as destruction of the self 
there results the defects of ‘being unrelated to the fruition of 
one’s own action’ (kria-hana) and of ‘being related to the frui- 
tion of.an action not performed by oneself” (akyta-abhydgama). 

All this amount to the view that injury means either the 
destruction of the sélf or injuring the body which is the subs- 
tratum of the activity of the indestructible self as well as the 
sensé-organs. There is no third alternative. The destruction 
of the self is impossible. So what possibility remains? Only 
the second alternative is valid. 

Or, the expression féryasraya-karlrvadhat (in this sūtra may 
be explained as follows). The substramm of the activity of - 
the eternal self is the aggregate of the body, sense-organs and 
knowledge. Pleasure and pain are apprehended through it. 
Thus, it (ie. the aggregate) is the abode of it (i.e, of pleasure 
and pain). And it is imagined as the agent because it alone 
and nothing else becomes the locus of the apprehension of plea- 
sure and pain. The apprehension of pleasure and pain is 
possible only through it and never without it. Therefore, injur- 
ing means inflicting pain (vadha), tormenting (upaghala), tortur: 
ing (piga) and killing (pramdpana) it (ie. the aggregate). (It 
cannot mean the destruction of the self, because) the self heing 
eternal cannot be destroyed. Therefore, you cannot claim, 
‘there will be the absurdity of the absence of that (z.e. .of sin 
resulting from causing injury to livings beings) even by-the 
burning of a body with a distinct self, because of the cternality 
of the self.’ 

Here ends the section on the sélf as distinguished from the body 
(Sartra-ypatireka-alma-prakavana) 
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WI. ON THE UNITY OF THE VISUAL SENSE-ORGAN 


Bhasya : The self is distinct from the body etc, also because of 
the ground, namely—~ 
Sūtra 7: Because of the re-cognition (pratyabhijfiana) of 
an object by the other (ie. the right) eye (which was) 
‘perceived by the left eye’ (saypa-dysta) fji. 1.7 J) 
Bhäşya : Re-cognition (pratyabhy#ane) means that two pieces of 
knowledge (vijidna), one acquired earlier and the other later, 
are known as being related to the same object. As for example « 
I now perceive the same object which I perceived before,— 
this object ìs identical with that /i.e. the object previously 
perceived). (The sitra means) Because of the re-cognition of 
an object by the other (i.e. the right) eye (which was) percei- 
ved by the left eyein the form: I am “now perceiving that 
which I perceived beforé. On the assumption of the sense- 
organ being itself conscious, there cannot be any explanation 
of such re-cognition, because one cannot have re-cognition of 
what is perceived by another, However, such re-cognition 
being a fact, the conscious self is distinct from the sense-organ. 
Sūtra 8 : (Objection) No (2.2. the alleged impossibility of 
re-cognition is not valid), because there is the crroneous 
nétion of duality in the single visual sense-organ sepa- 
rated by the nasal bone. j/ iii. 1.8 // 
Bhasya: (Objection) The visual organ (caksuh) is actually one; 
itis separated into two by the nasal bone in the middle. 
When two of its extremities are separately known, there arises 
the erroneous notion of duality, just asin the case of some- 
thing long divided in the middle. i 
Sūtra 9: (Answer) The visnal sense is not really one, 
because one of (the two eycs) is not destroyed in spite of 
the destruction of the other. // iii 1.9 J] 
Bhasya : (Answer) When one of the eyes is destroyed ‘or plucked 
off, there remains the other eye, the existence of which is proved 
by its apprehension of the object. Therefore, itis illogical to 
claim that the single (visual sense-organ) is divided into two. 


Nyaya-sutra ai. 1.14 177 


Sūtra 10: (Objection) This ground (iż. the one men- 
tioned in the previous si#ra) is illegitimate, ‘because the 
whole (avayavin) is perceived even when (some of its) 
parts are destroyed. // iii. 1.10 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) The ground, namely, ‘because one of (the 
two eyes} is rot destroyed in spite of the destruction of the 
other’, is illegitimate, Why ? The'trec is perceived as a tree 
even when some of its branches are cut off. 
Siitra 11: (Answer) (The duality of the viswal sense) 
cannot be denied, because of the contradiction with the 
instance cited. /) iii. 1. Jl ff 
Bhasya : (Answer) The effect (in the form of the whole) (karya- 
dravya) cannot survive in spite of the disjunction (vibhaga) of 
“the constituent parts’ (kdrana-dravya), because this results im 
the absurdity (of the effect or of the whole) being eternal, 
Among the innumerable wholes, only those are destroyed the 
constituent parts of which are disjoined, while those the cons- 
tituent parts of which are not disjoined remain. (Thus, the 
tree as a whole—z.e. the same tree—does not survive when its 
constituent parts, viz. the branches, are cut off.) ‘Or, ‘being 
contradicted by instance cited’ (dystanta-vivodha) (of the sūtra) 
means being contradicted by what is actually perceived, Thus, 
im the skull of a dead man, the two holes, which are the sites 
of the visual sense, are perceived as being different. This 
would not have been possible if only a single visual sense were 
divided by the nasal bone. Or, the visual organ is inferred as 
two, which are separately covered and separately destroyed, 
because (on the contrary, i.e. if it is assumed as one) there can 
be no restriction of the destruction (in the form: only the right 
eye is destroyed or only the left eye is destroyed). Moreover, 
when one eye is pressed, the visual images appear as different 
asa result of the separation of the contact between the object 
and the visual rays (caksuh- raimi). But this cannot be possible 
on the assumption of the unity of the visual sense. On the 
release of the pressure, again, the visual image becomes onc. 
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Therefore, it is illogical to claim that the single visual sense- 
organ is divided into two. 
That the conscious: self is distinct from the aggregate of the 
body ete. is also inferentially proved— : 
Salva 12 : (Answer continued) Because of the stimulation 
(vikāra) of a different sense-organ. {J iel. 12 y} 
Bhasya: (Answer -continued) In a sour.fruit was previously per- 
ceived a specific colour or-fragrance as cOexisting with a specific 
taste. Later on, either this colour or this fragcance is perceived’ 


‘by its appropriate sensée-organ, This recalls the memory of the 


previously perceived taste. Aga result, the other, namely; the 
gustatory sensé-organ, is affected by the desire of having the 
taste in the form of the deposit of saliva near the tooth-ends. 
This cannot be explained on the assumption of the sense-organ 
itself being conscious, because something yc by one 
cannot be remembered by another. 

Shira 13: (Objection): No, (memory does not prove the 

self as distinct from the sense-organs), because the object 

remembered is itself the cause of the recollection thereof. 

ff äi 1.13 7) 

Bhäşya : (Objection) The quality in the form of memary is 
produced by its specific cause. Its object is that which is 
remembered, The stimulation of another sense-organ is due to 
# (Le. the object of recollection) and not due to any distinct; 
self 

Sūira 14 :. (Answer) The self cannot be denied, because 

the fact of memory can be explained only on the admi- 

ssion of its being a quality of the self. ff iiid. tA j} 
Bhāsya: (Answer) The self cannot be denied, since it (i.e. 
memory). can ex'st only as a quality of the'sclf. The fact of 
memory ‘can be explained | only if it is viewed as a quality of 
the self, because: something perceived by one'cannot be reco- 
Nected by another. On the admission of the sense-organs 


themselves: being conscious, there cannot be the recollection of ' 


the different perceptions of objects, the perceptions having 
different agents. Again, the admission of recollection (in the 


case under consideration results in) the violation of the law ` 
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restricting a sensc-organ to its respective object. However, 
the same conscious agent perceiving the different objects 
through different instrumental causes: (ie. the sensc-organs) 
can recollect an object. previously perceived, because the same 
agent perceiving different objects: can recollect the different 
perceptions. Thus, recollection is-possible only on the admis- 
sion of its being a quality of the self. Otherwise it is inexpli- 
cable. The practical activity of all living beings depends on 
recollection. The mention of the stimulation ofa different 
sense-organ.as the: probans. for the inference of the self is'only 
one instance (of memory proving the self). 

(The objection raised in Nydya-stira iii. |. 13 is) based on 
the. ignorance of the actual object aes by memory. 
Without properly, understanding the nature of the objects 
revealed by memory, it is said by the objector, ‘no (i.e. memory 
does not prove the self as distinct’ from the sense-organs), 
because the object remembered is itself the cause of the reco- 
llection thereof.” There is recollection of an object which is 
nat directly apprehended at the time in the form, “I perceived 
this object previously.” There are four expressions—ail identi- 
cal in AREENA Ee aS the actual contents of memory. 
These are : 

1) This memory reveals not the mere object, but the 
object, previously perceived along with its knower and the 
knowledge. 

2) I previously perceived this object. 

3) This object was previously perceived by me. 

4) Thad knowledge of this object. 

In all these expressions are revealed the knower, the know- 
ledge and the object known, 

(Vatsyayana is now going to argue that re-cognition iv- 
volves three cognitions, and these prove a distinct knower). 
The three cognitions ‘constituting the actual contents of the 
re-cognition of the object previously perceived are re-cagnised 
as relating ito the same object and as due to the same agent— 
and not due to different agents nor ‘without having any agent. 
What, then, does this imply ? (These three cognitions) have the 
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same agent. “I am now perceiving the object which I also per- 
ceived previously.” The knowledge in the form “I perceived 
previously” has for its object the cognition as well as the cogni- 
tion of cognition, because in the case of the cognition itself 
remaining uncognised there cannot be any knowledge in the. 
form, “I previously perceived.” Therefore, two cognitions are 
involved in this (knowledge in the form, “I previously perceiv- 
ed.”) A third cognition is the knowledge in the form, “I am 
now perceiving the same object,” 

Thus, the same recollection, involving three cognitions, is 
neither without any agent nor with different agents. What, then, 
is it? It has an identical agent. The opponent, being simply 
unaware of the self which is existing and which is known as 
forming the content of memory, denies the self in the form, 
“there js no self, because the object remembered js the cause 
of the recollection thereof.” 

This (z.z. the knowledge constituted by the three cognitions) 
cannot be considered as mere recollection nor as merely revea)- 
ing the object remembered, On the contrary, it ts the re-cogni- 
tion of recollection, like the re-cognition of any other form of 
knowledge, because all these are known by the same knower, 
However, the same knower that knows all sorts of objects re- 
cognises his own cognitions in the form : “I sha!) know this 
object”, “I am knowing the object’, “I knew this object previ- 
ously” and ‘Being desirous of knowing this object and failing to 
comprehend.its nature for a long time, I have at last compre- 
hended it.” Similarly is recognised the recollection pertaining 
to the three times and about which ‘there is the desire to 
remern ber. 

If the self is viewed as a mere stream of impressions there 
cannot be any impression capable of apprehending the know- 
ledge or the recollection pertaining to the three times, because 
each impression ts destroyed immediately after its origination. 
Without such an apprehension, there cannot be the re-cognition 
of the knowledge and the recollection in the form “I recollect”, 
“My recollection”, etc., just as in the case of the different 
bodies. Thus it is inferred that there is a self, capable of per- 
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ceiving all sorts of objects, which, residing in each body, re- 
cognises all its own cognitions and also all the recollections, and 
which, being absent in a different body, there cannot be any 
re-cognition (on the part of the self residing in another body), 


Here ends the scction on the unity of the visual sensc-organ 
(caksuh-edoaita-prakerana) 


IV. ON THE SELF AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE MIND 


Süira 15 : (Objection) No (i.e. the self is not a distinct 
entily), because alf the grounds (allegedly) indicating 
the self are also applicable to the mind (manas). /fiii, 1.15/f 
Bhagya 3 Objection) The self is not distinct from the aggregate 
of body etc. Why ? Because all the grounds (allegedly) indica- 
ting the self are also applicable to the mind (manas). The 
grounds, viz. “‘becanse (the same knower) knows the same 
object through the visual as well as the tactual sense-organs” 
(i.e. Npaya-siira iii. 1.1) ew., allegedly indicating the self, are 
also applicable to the case of the mind, because the mind can 
perceive all sorts of objects. Therefore, the self is not distinct 
from the aggregate of the body, sense-organs, mind and cogni- 
tion (buddhi). 
S#tra 16 : (Answer) This (claim of the opponent) amounts 
‘only to a difference in terminology’ (samjnabheda-matra), 
because an instrument of knowledge for the knower has 
necessarily ta be admitted. }/ iii. 1.16 7) 
Bhasya : (Answer) Only as being related to a knower, can exist 
the instruments of knowledge in the form, “one sees with the 
visual sense”, or “one smells with the olfactory sense”, or “one 
touches with the cutaneous sense". There must exist tan inter- 
na) sense-organ’ (anteh-karana), which is ‘an instrament of the 
internal perceptions’ (mati-sadhana) and which is capable of 
apprehending various kinds of objects for the agent who, 
through its instrumentality, thus internally apprehends all sorts 
of objects. This being so, the knower will be referred to as the 
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mind and not as the self, and thé mind’ will be referred to as 
‘the instrument of the internal perceptions’ (mati-sddhana) and 
mot as the mind. (That is, there is a simple substitution of the 


word manas for diman and of mati-sddhana for manas.) Therefore,. 


this makes only.a difference in terminology without raising any 
dispute as to the content. This (ze. the internal sense- organ) 
‘being rejected, there results the absurdity of the rejection of all 
sense-organs. If for a knower who internally apprehends. all 
sorts of objects is denied an instrument, of internal perception 
capable of perceiving all sorts of objects with the statement 
that if does not exist, similarly it- may be maintained, “there 
exists no instrument for. the apprehension of objects like colour 
etc.” Thus there will be the absurdity of the rejection of ati 
sense-organs. 
Suira 17 : (Answer continued) (There i is need ‘to assume 
the instruments for external perceptions of colour etc., 
but there is no need to assume an instrument for interna] 
perception of pleasure, etc.)—such a rule is unproved 
j (niranuména). ff aa. 1.17 ff, 
Bhagya > (Answer continued) The opponent claims that there 
as a rule, namely- that the knower has instruments for the per- 
ception of colour etc., but it needs no instrument capable of 
perceiving all sorts of objects in the case of interna) perception. 


‘Such a rule is unproved; z.¢. there is no ground from which we 


can infer’any rule like this. As objects of knowledge, pleasure 
etc. are different from colour etc. Hence, there must bea 
different ‘instrument for their (i.e. of pleasure, pain, etc.) percep- 
tions. Thus, for instance, a separate instrument in the form 


‘of the olfactory sense is admitted, because smell cannot be 
apprehended by the visual sense. Again, a separate instrument 
‘in the form of the gustatory sense is admitted, because taste 


cannot be apprehended by either the visual or the olfactory 
sense. Similar are the cases of the other sense-organs, There- 


‘fore, there must be a distinct instrument (for the perception of 


pleasure etc.), because’ pleasure etc, are not apprehended by. the 
visual and other external sense-organs. This is also inferred 
from the absence of the occurrence of simultaneous cognitions 
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(sce Wyaye-sittra i. 1:16). -The instrument: for the perception 


.of pleasure. etc., is something which is inferred from the 


absence of the occurrence of simultaneous cognitions. Cogni- 
tions. cannot occur simultaneously: because of its (Le. of the 
internal sense) being conjoined only with a particular sense- 
organ, and therefore, not'being (at that time) conjoined with 
any other sense-organ. Therefore, it is illogical to claim, “no 
(ie. the self is not a distinct entity), because all the grounds 
(allegedly) indicating the self are also applicable to the mind.” 


Here ‘ends the section on the self as distinguished from the mind 
(manak-vyaliveka-alma-prokarana) 


V. ON THE ETERNALITY OF THE SELF 


Bhasya : Is this self, which is distinct from the aggregate of 
the body etc., to be viewed as eternal or non-eternal? What 
is the cause of this doubt ? There is doubt, because (existing 
objects) are observed in both forms. Existing objects are found 
in two forms, namely, eternal and non-eternal. The existence 
of the self is proved (by the grounds already adduced), still such 
a doubt is not dispelled: 

However, the grounds proving the-existence of the self have 
already established that the self persists in spite of the changing 
states of the body. It also persists in spite of leaving the body, 
Why ? 

Salva 18: Because, immediately being born, an sats 

has the experience of joy, fear and sorrow (and this) as 

a result of the ‘lingering of the memory’ (smrtt-anubandha) 

of the past experiences. rate 1.18 }/ 

Bhasya + An infant, irnmediately after being born (and therefore) 
in spite of having no experience of the causes of. joy, fear and 
sorrow in this birth, nevertheless experiences joy, fear and 
sorrow, which are inferred from certain marks (viz. bebaviour). 
But these joy etc, are produced by the recollection of past 
experiences and not otherwise. Recollection of past experiences 
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is not possible without past experiences and past experiences 
are possible only if there are previous births. Therefore, it is 
proved that the self persists even after the destruction of the body. 

Satva 19 : (Objection) Just as in the case of the Jotus etc. 

there are changes in the form of the unfolding (prabodha) 

and foiding (sammilana) of the petals, so also in its case 

(i.e. in the case of the self) there is change (in the form 

of the experiences of joy etc), j/ iii. 1.19 // 

Bhasya : (Objection) Just as in the cases of the lotus etc., which 
are non-ettrnal, there are changes in the form of the unfolding 
and folding of the petals, so also jn the case of the non-eternal 
self, there are changes in the form of the experiences of joy, 
fear and sorrow. 

(Vatsyayana’s answer to the objection) This is illogical, 
because of the absence of any valid ground. In this argument, 
——just as in the cases of the lotus etc, there are changes in the 
form of the unfolding and folding of the petals, so also in the 
case of the non-eternal self there are changes in the form of the 
experiences of joy etc.’—there is neither any ‘probans which 
proves the probandum through the resemblance with the ins- 
tance cited’ (sédharmya-hetu) nor any ‘probans (which proves 
the probandum through) dissimilarity (with the instance cited)’ 
‘(vaidharmpa:hetu). In default of any valid ground, the statement 

of the opponent is meaningless, 2.4. without any significance. 

Further, the instance cited (i.e. of the lotus) does not pre- 
clude the cause of the experience of joy cte. The experiences 
of joy ete. which are observed in the ‘cases of the individual 
selves and which result from the recollection of past experiences 
following the enjoyment of the various objects are not 
disproved by the instances of the unfolding and folding of 
the petals of the lotus. etc. Just as it is not disproved in the 
case of a young man, so is it mot disproved in the case of the 
just-born infant. The unfolding and folding of the lotus mean 
the disjunction and conjunction of the petals due to some 
(mechanical) action and from this action can only be inferred 
a cause thereof. This being so, what is sought to he disproved 


by the instance cited ? 
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Now, it may be claimed that the changes in the lotus in the 
form of the unfolding and folding of the petals are without any 
cause, So also is the experience of joy and sorrow in the case 
of the self. But this is— 

Sutra 20 : (Answer) Inadmissible, because the changes in 

the objects constituted by the five elements are due to 

heat, cold and moisture. // iii. 1.20 // 

Bhasya : (Answer) Since, in the presence of heat etc. there are 
also (changes like the unfolding and folding) and in the absence 
of heat etc. (these changes) do not take place, the changes in the 
form of the unfolding and folding in the lotus etc. which are pro- 
duced by the conjunction of the five elements, must be due to 
‘such heat etc. and are not to be considcred as being without any 
cause. Therefore, changes in the form of joy etc. must also be 
due to some definite cause and are not without a cause. And 
this cause cannot be anything other than the lingering of the 
memory of past experiences. Nor is it possible to- infer any 
cause of the origin or destruction of the self from the instance 
(cited by the opponent). 

Joy etc. cannot be without any causc. The joy ete. of the 
infant cannot be assumed as due ‘to any different cause (ie. 
other than the recollection of the past experience), like heat 
etc. (as assumed in the case of the lotus etc.}. Therefore, the 
claim of the objector is illogical. The self is eternal on the fur- 
ther ground, namely— 

Stra 2] : Because (the just-born infant) has the desire 

for sucking the mother’s breast as a result of the habit 

of having food in the ‘previous birth’ (pretya). jfi. 1,21// 
Bhasya : It isa fact thar there is the desire for sucking the 
mother’s breast on the part of the just-born infant, which 
(desire) is inferred from iis behaviour. Sucha desire is inex- 
plicable without (the assumption of) the habit of having foad. 
What is the ground ofsuch an assumption ? Animals suffering 
from hunger are observed to have the desire for food because’ 
of the lingering recollection resulting from the habit of having 
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food (in the past). In the case of the just-born infant also such 
a desire is mexplicable without (the assumption of) the habit 
(of having food) while possessing the previous body (t.e. in the 
previous birth), Therefore is inferred its past ‘body in which 
was formed the habit of having food. Thus the self, leaving 
its previous body and acquiring a new one, remembers, while 
suffering from hunger, the food habitually taken in the past 
and it has the desire for sucking the mother’s breast. There- 
fore, the change of a body does not imply the change of the 
self and the same self persists in spite of assuming a different 
body. 

Sutra 22: (Objection) The movement: (of the just-bora 

infant towards its mother’s breast) islike that of the iron 

towards the magnet. fj iii. 1.22 }/ 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just-as the iron moves towards the magnet 
without any previous habit, so does the infant desire to suck 
the breast without any previous habit of having food. 

Is chis movement of the iron towards the magnet without 
any cause or is it due to some specific cause ? The possibility 
of being without any ‘cause— . 

Sütra 23: (Answer) Is not (acceptable), because nothing 

else (2.2. nothing other than the iron) moves towards it. 

jf iii. 1.23 7 

Bhasya: (Answer) If it (ie. the movement of the iron) is viewed 
as. being without any,.cause, even the pieces of brick etc. would 
move towards the magnet and there cannot be any cause to 
explain the Jaw (that iron alone is drawn towards the magnet), 
If, on the contrary, you admit that it has a cause, how is that 
cause to be determined ? The cause of an action is inferred 
from the action itself and the specific nature of the cause of an 
action is inferred from the specific nature of the action itself. 
‘This explains the absence of the movement elsewhere. 

In the case of a just-born infant also is observed the action 
in the form of a specific ‘movement. Excepting the lingering 
recollection resulting from the habit of having food in the past, 


the instance (cited by the opponent) does not indicate any 


cause to be inferred frorn the desire for sucking the breast. Nor 
! 
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can this instance negate the cause of the desire as actually 
observed. Therefore, the movement of the iron towards the 
Magnet ts only a pseudo-instance. 

Besides, the iron also docs not move towards anything else 
(than the magnet) and the iron is never drawn towards a piece 
of brick. How ts this law to be explained ? If you admit that 
it is due to the specific nature of the cause, this (specific nature 
of the cause) is to be inferred from the specific nature of the 
action. Therefore, in the case of an infant also, the desire for 
the specific object ts due to a specific cause. Whether this cause 
is the recollection of past habits or something else must be 
determined only on the basis of actual observation and what is 
actually observed is that all living beings have the desire for 
food due to the recollection of past habita. 

` The self is eterna), also because of another ground. What 
is this ground ?- 

Sutra 24: Because no living being is observed to be born 

without desire. // iii. 1. 24- }f 
Bhasya : k follows from the implication (of the sūtra) that living 
beings are born as characterised by desire. In other. words, 
when a living being is born, it is born as endowed with desire. 
Desire, again, is born of the recollection of the objects previously 
perceived. The previous perception of objects is not explicable 
without (the admission of) a body in the previous birth. Thus 
the self recollects the objects perceived while having connection 
with a previous body and gets attached to those objects. It 
follows from this that the self, as connected with the two 
bodies, undergoes rebirth (pratisandhi}. In this way, the 
previous body presupposes a further previous body, which 
again presupposes a still further previous body—and so on. As 
a result, the connection of the conscious self with body is 
without any beginning. Therefore, attachment (raea-anubandha) 
also is without a beginning. Thur is established the eternality 
of the self. 

But how is it known that the desire of the living being is 
born of the recollection of the objects previously perceived and 


not that 


d 
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Sūtra 25 : (Objection) Its (i.e. of the self along with its 
desire) origination is like the origination of the (ordinary) 
things endowed with qualities (like form, colour, etc.), 
jjiii. 1-25]] 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as the qualities of an (ordinary) thing 
which is characterised by origination (te, of an ordinary thing 
which is non-eternal) arg produced from certain causes, so also 
the desire of the self (equally) characterised by origination is 
produced by a certain cause, (That is, the objector proposes 
to view the self as being equally non-eternal as an ordinary 
thing and thé desire of the self is produced in the same way as 
the quality of an ordinary thing). 

For the purpose of explaining, with the help of a new instan- 
ce (e.g. a jar), that this is only a repetition of what is already 
said (in Mydya-stitra tii, 1.22)— 

Stitra 26 : (Answer) No (i.e. the origination of the self 

with desire etc. is not like the origination of ordinary 

things endowed with qualities), because deliberation 

(somkalpa) is the cause of desire etc. jjiii. 1.26)/ 

Bhasya : (Answer) The origination of the self and its desire is 
not like the origination of ordinary things endowed with qua- 
lities.s Why? Because deliberation is the cause of desire etc, 
It is observed that the desire of.the living beings who enjoy the 
objects is produced by deliberation and this deliberation is born 
of the recollection of the objects previously perceived, From’ 
this it is inferred that the desire of the jast-born baby also ori- 
ginates from-the recollection of objects previously perceived. 
Only if (it is permissible to admit that the self has an origin), 
it can be argued that (the quality in the form of) desire is pro- 
duced from the material cause (adhikarane : literally, ‘the sub- 
stratum’) of the self and as such the cause of desire is something 
other than deliberation, as it is in the case of the qualities ofan 
ordinary non-eternal object. However; it is not proved that 
the self has an origin, nor that desire has any cause other than 
deliberation. Therefore, it is illogical to claim that the origi- 
nation of the two (viz. the self and its desire) is like the origi- 
nation of an ordinary thing endowed with qualities. 
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It may be argued that desire has a cause other than deli- 
beration. namely, adrsta in the form of ‘virtue and vice’ (dhar- 
ma adharma). Even admitting this, the connection of the self 
with a previous body cannot be discarded, because (in the case 
of the just-born baby) it (ùe. the adryfa) is not produced in this 
birth, . 

Desire is produced from ‘involvement in the object’ (tanma- 
yatva) and by involvement in the object is meant the repeated 
experience of the object, which is the cause of ‘reminiscent 
impression’ (samskdra).. 

Also, a specific desire is due to a ‘specific form of adysta’ 
(jati-visesa). [By the term jai-vilesa (lit. ‘birth in a specific 
form’) is to be understood] adrsfa which is actually the cause of 
‘birth in a specific form’. Itis clear chat the word (for the 
effect) often signifies that from which it is produced (i.e. the 
cause). Hence it is disproved that desire has for its cause some- 
thing else than deliberation. 


Here ends the section on the eternality of the self 
(atma-nilyatua-poakarana) 


VI. ON THE CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF BODY 


Bhasya : It has already been said that the connection of the 
conscious self with the body is without a beginning. This.body 
has for its Gause one’s own actions and it serves as the locus for 
the experiences of pleasure and pain by the self. ft is now being 
critically examined. 

(The doubt, as the. precondition for the critical examination 
of the body, ia :) Is it, like the olfactory sense etc., composed 
of a single element or is it composed of various clements ? 
What is the cause of such a doubt ? The doubt is due to ‘con. 
tradictory notions’ (vipratipalts), Different thinkers consider 
different numbers of material elements like the earth etc. as 
constituting the body (and as such there is doubt concerning 
the number of elements constituting the body), What, then, 
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is the truth-in this regard ? 

Satya 27 : (Human body) is made of earth, because the 

human body is found to be characterised by the specific 

quality (viz. smell) which is different from (thé specific 

qualities belonging to all the elements other than the 

earth, eg. the water). // iii, 1.27 f 
Bhaégya : Of thesé, the human body is made of earth. Why ? 
Because the specific quality of earth alone is found in it. Earth 
has.the quality of smell and the human body also is characteri- 
sed by the quality of smell. The other elements like water ete. 
are devoid of smell and hence, if the human body were made 
of these, it would have had no smell. However, if it were com- 
posed of pure carth without any mixture with the other ele- 
ments like water etc,, ìt could not really be viewed as the sub- 
stratum of action, senses and pleasure-pain (as defined in Nyĝya- 
sūtra i, 1.11). Therefore, (it is to be admitted) that the human 
body is produced when there is the conjunction of the five 
material elements. (Thus the sūtra) does not reject the mutual 
conjunction of the five material clements {in the human body). 
In the other spheres (loka) exist bodies made of wa ter, made of 
fire and made obair. In these also there is the conjunction of 
material elements which enables the self to experience pleasure 
and pain. Even in the production of the objects like the jar 
etc., it is indisputable that there is no production without the 
conjunction of water etc. 

Sutra 28 ; (Objection) (The human body) is made of the 

three material elements, namely, earth, water and fire, 

because the specific qualities of these three (viz. smell, 

viscosity (sneha) and warmth respectively) are experienced 

init. /) iii, 1, 28 J) 

Sūtra 29 : (Another objection) (The human body).is made 

of four material elements, because of inhalation and 

exhalation are observed in it., Jj tii: 1.29 }/ 

Saira 30 : (Further objection) (The human body) is made 

of five material clements, because it is found to have 

smell, ‘liquid excretion’ (kleda), digestion (paka), breath- 

ing (vyāha), etc. and also openings (avekata-dana). //iii.1.30// 
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Bhdsya : These alternatives are ignored by the author of the 
sittra-s, because the grounds on which these depend are doubt- 
ful. Why doubtful? The experience of the qualities of the 
material elements’ may be due to their being the actual cons- 
tituents (of the body); and also—when these are not the actual 
consitituents—(the said experience) may be due to their conti- 
guity provided there is no bar against their coming in conjunc- 
tion, just as in the case of the jar (there is the experience of the 


, qualities of water etc., because of the conjunction of) water, 


fire, air and empty space. Thus, on the: assumption that the 
human body is constituted by the various material elements, it 
would become devoid of smell, taste, colour and touch, because 
of the ‘law that the specific qualities of the ‘effect come from 
the specific qualities of the material cause’ (prakyli-anuvidhana). 
(Thus : being made of earth excludes the possibility of its hav- 
ing the specific quality of water ete., viz. taste etc., and being 
made of water excludes the possibility of its having the specific 
quality of earth etc., viz. smell etc.). But it (i.e. the human 
body) is not like that. Therefore, (the human body) is made 
of carth, because of-‘the perception of the specific quality other 
than the specific qualities of the four other material clements’ 
(eundnitara-upalabdh:). 
Stra 31: (The human body is made of earth) because 
of the testimony of the scriptures. // 135. 1.31 // 

Bhasya : In the manira beginning with siryam te caksuh gacchatdt 
(literally, ‘et thy visual sense go to the sun’), we have prthivim 
te Sartram (lit. «thy body to the earth’), There is thus a refe- 
rence here to the product returning back to the primary ele- 
ments. In another mantra, beginning with suryam ie caksuh 


` sprnomi (lit. I create thy visual sense from the sun’) we have 


prthivim te sariram sprnomi (lit. ‘I create thy body from the 
earth’), There is thus a reference here to the product as 
emerging from the material cause. It is also observed in the 
cases of the jar etc. that the effect is produced by homogencous 
material causes, Hence it is illogical to assume that heteroge- 


neous elements ¢an produce an effect. 
Here ends the section on the critical exarmination of body 
(Savira~partk sa-prakarana) 
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VII. . ON THE CRITIGAL EXAMINATION OF THE SENSE-ORGANS 
BEING MADE OF MATTER 


.Biasya : Following the order of the dbjects of valid know- 
ledge, now is being examined the sense-organs, Are these the 
products of the auyakta (i.e. prakrli of the Samkhya) or are these 
produced from the material elements ? Why is this doubt ? 

Sūtra 32: There is doubt, because colour is perceived in 

the presence of the eye-ball (krsnasava} and also because 

colour only at a distance from the eye-ball is perceived. 

j j} ii. 1.32 Jf 
Bhdsya : The eye-ball is made of material element. When it 
is not damaged, there is the perception of colour; when, again, 
it is damaged, there is no perception. However, only when 
the object is at a distance from the eye-ball, it is perceived, 
but not when it is im very close proximity with the eye-ball. 
The sense- organs, moreover, ‘do not perceive that which is not 
m contact with them’ (aprapyakarin}. This is possible only when 
the sense-organ is conceived as not made of material element 
and as all-pervasive. Thus, there is doubt, because of the 
apprehension of the characteristics of both (the material and 
non-material objects}. 

(The senses) are not made of material elements. Thus 
claims some. Why? $ 

Sūtra 33 : (The ground for the Samkhya view :) Because 

of the perception of both the enormous (mahat) as well 

as the minute (anu) objects. j} iii. 1.33 /) 

Bhasya : Thus are perceived the big and the still bigger objects 
in the form : “it is enormous”’—c-g. theibanyan tree and the 
mountain etc. So also are perceived the small and still smatier 
objects in the form: “it is minute’—e.g. the sprout of the 
banyan tree. The perception of these- two kinds of objects 
negates the possibility of the visual sense being mate of mate- 
rial element, for an object made of material element can per- 
vade only that which is equal to it in magnitude, But some- 
thing not made of material clements can pervade everything 
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because of its all-pervasiveness, 
(An objection against the Samkhya view :) The non-mate- 
riality and a}l-pervasiveness of the sense-organs are not necessa- 


‘rily implied by the fact of their perception of the enormous as 


well as the minute objects, because this— 

Stitra 34: Perception of the two (ie. the enormous and 

the minute) is due to a specific form of contact between 

the rays (vaémi, i.e. the rays supposed to be, radiating 

from the eyes) and the. object. // ih. l 34 // 
Bhasya : The perception ol both the enormous and the minute 
is due to a specific form of contact between the visual rays and 
the object, just as in the case of the rays ofa lamp and the 
object revealed by it. The specific’ form of contact between 
the rays and the objects ts to be inferred from the evidence of 
obstruction. The visual rays do not reveal an object which is 
obseructed by the wall etc, just as in the case ol the rays of the 
lamp. 

Even assuming that (the said contact) is inferred on the 
evidence of obstruction, (from the Samkhya point of view) it is 
said-— 

Sitra 35: (The Samkhya argument :) It (t.e. the argu- 

ment mentioned in the previous siir2) is not a proper 

ground, because these (visual rays) are not perceived. 
ff iit. 2. 35 J} 
Bhasya : The element of fire (tejas) has the qualities of colour 
and touch. Since {the element of fire) has ‘intermediate 
magnitude’ (mahativa, i.e. neither atomic nor all-pervasive 
magnitude), is ‘composed of many parts’ (aneka-dravyanativa) 
and has colour (ri#a}—the visual rays (which are of the nature 
of fire) would have heen perceived like the rays of a lamp. 

Sūtra 36 : (Argument against the Samkhya argument :) 

In the case of an object inferentially proved, the absence 

of perception cannot establish its non-existence. 

[f| ii. 1-36 }f 
Bhagya: The absence of the perception of the visual rays, 
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which are inferred on the evidencé of an’ obstruction that 
interrupts. the contact with the object, does not prove their 
non-existence-—just likethose of the other side oe the moon 
and of the part of the earth below. 4 
Sūtra 37 : Perceptibility is regulated by the difference in 
the ‘characteristic of the substance’ (dranya-dharma) and 
the feos of the quality’ (guna-dharma). 
pt 4 ff mi. 1. 37 ff 
Bhasya: The characteristic.of the substance and the charac- 
teristic of the quality are quite different. A substance made of 
the element of water, in spite of “having an intermediate 
magnitude’ and ‘being composed of many parts’, is not known 
by perception when its parts are mixed up with some other 
substance; but its (quality, viz.) cold touch is perceived. The 
two seasons, namely, autumn (hemanta) and winter (éiSira), are 
ascertained by the contact of such a substance. In a similar 
condition (i.e, when the parts are mixed up with some other 
substance) a substance made of the element of fire and charac- 
terised by latent fanudbhiita) colour, remains unperceived along 
with its colour; but (ats other quality, viz.) warm touch is 
perceived. The two seasons, namely, summer and spring, are 
ascertained by the contact of such a substance, 
(The conditions) that make such (perception of a substance 
along with its colour) possible are— 
Sutra 38: The perception of a substance along with its 
colour is due to its inherence'in many substances (z.e. in 
its constituent parts) as well as a specific property in the 
colour (te. its being manifest). // iit. 1. 38 ff 
Bhaspa : (The difference in the “characteristic of the substance’ 
and the ‘characteristic of the quality’ mentioned in the previous 
sūira) refers to something which, when present, makes possible 
the perception of colour as well.as the substance which is its 
substratum, The specific’ property in the colour. means that 
characteristic of the colour, the presence of which makes possi- 
ble the perception of colour and the absence of which denies 
perceptibility in che substance. This specifiic property is known 
as ‘being manifest’ (udbhavaudbhitatva), The visual rays are 
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characterised by latent colour, and ‘hence these are not percei- 
ved. The same element of fire is observed to have different 
characteristics. Thus, the clement of fire may sometimes be 
visible with manifest colour and manifest touch, as in the case 
ofthe rays of thesun, The element of fire may, again, be: 
visible with manifest colour but latent touch, as in the case of 
the rays ofa larnp.: The element of fre may also be. invisible 
with manifest touch: but latent colour, when, ¢.g. it is mixed 
up-with water etc. The element of fire may morcover be invi- 
sible with latent colour and latent touch (as in the case of) the 
visual rays. 

Suiva 39: The surucrure.of the senses is determined by 

“karman and these senses arc the means for the experience 

of pleasure and pain of the individual self. //iii, 1.39// 
Bhagya : The perception of the abjects a3 well as the experience 
of pleasure and pain ‘are considered to be the motives of the 
conscious self. In accordance with these, the senses are desipn- 
ed. The structure ofthe visual rays is designed for the attain- 
ment of the objects. That the colour and touch of these rays 
are latent is admitted for explaining the facts of practical life, 


‘That these rays get obstructed when they impinge (pratighdla) 


on añ object is also admitted for explaining the facts of practi- 
cal life. Like that of the senses, the origin of the varied struc: 
tures of all objects is due to karman and these are the means for 
the experience of pleasure and pain of the individual self. By 
karman is meant the merits and demerits (dharma-adharma), 
which determine the nature ofthe experiences of the conscious 
self, 

Getting impinged is the characteristic of something material, 
because it has invariable concomitance with a material object. 


In the presence of an obstruction, the sense-orpan gets impin- 


ged on an object and this impingement is the characteristic of 
something material and it is never observed to be unrelated to 
material objects. Nor,is it ever observed that impingement ‘is 


a characteristic of something non-material, Bwt the ‘lack of imp- 


ingement’ (apratigha@ia) has no invariable concomitance, because 
it ig equally found in both material and non-material objects. 
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‘Somebody may, argue : If the sense-organs are considered 
to be material because of the face of impingement, these may 
as well be ascertained to be non- materia) because of the fact of 
non-impingement. Non-impingement of! ithe sense- -organs is also 
observed, for the objects screened`off by a pane of glass, by a 
sheet of mica and by a slab of crystal are also-pereeived. Such 
an argument is not valid. Why? Because even a material 
object is not sometimes impinged. Thus, the rays of the lamp 
can reveal objects beyond a pane of glass, a sheet of mica and 
a slab of crystal. Besides, the cooking fire is not impinged by 
the cooking pot ete. 

The absence of perception (of the vistial rays) is also explai- 
ned by the special ground— 

Süira 40 : The absence of perception (of the visual rays) 

is like the absence of perception of the light of a meteor 

at midday. // iit. 1.40 // 

Bhasya : (It has already been said in sutra $8) that the percep- 
tion of a substance is due to its inherence in many substances 
(ie. in the constituent parts) as well as a specific property in its 
colour (ie. its being manifest). In spite .of the presence of 
these causes, the light of a meteor is riot visible at midday, 
because it is subdued (abhibhifa) by the light of the sun. In 
the same manner, in spite of the presence of the causes of being 
perceived—(as it has been already mentioned) an object is 
perceived because of its intermediate magnitude, its being made 
of many parts and its having-a specific property in the colour— 
the visual rays are not perceived because of there being some 
special condition to account for the absence of perception. 

That condition is already explained (by the statement that) 
an object characterised by latent colour and latent‘touch is not 
perceived. 

An absolute absence of apprehension is the ground that 
proves the non-ex'stence of something. Let this be the view 
of someone who may claim that even a piece of stone may be 
emitting light though it ts nat perceived at midday because of 
being subdued by the light of the sun. 

Sara 41: No (7.2. it: cannot be said that’ Bike the meteor- 
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everything is laminous), because (the alleged light of the 
piece of stone etc.) is not perceived even (api) at night. 
Hii, VAL ff 

Bhasya : Moreover, it (i.e. the light.of the piece of stone etc.) is 
ntither apprehended by inference. Thus, a piece of stone has 
no light, because of its absolute absence of apprehension. But 
the visual rays are not of such nature (because these are inferen- 
tially apprehended). It is also quite logical that— 

Siiirq 42: There is the absence of apprehension (of the 

visual ray) because of its colour being latent, for an 

object is perceived by the eyes with the aid of external 

hight. jf iii, 1.42 j 
Bhasya : The eyes, as aided by external light, apprehend their 
objects; in its (ie. of external light) absence there is the absence 
of apprehension. But in spite of the cooperation of the exter- 
nal light and, moreover, despite the presence of the apprehen- 
sion of cold touch, the substance in which it (i.e. the cold touch) 
inheres ig not apprehended by the eyes, because of the colour 
being latent (e.g. the water-particles mixed up with air in 
winter), Thus it is observed that when the colour is latent, 
the substance in which the colour inheres is not perceived. 
Therefore, it is illogical to claim (as is claimed in Mydya-sitra 
iii. 1.35) that it is nota proper ground because these are not 
perceived. 

But why-is it not asserted that the real cauze of the absence 
of perception of the visual rays is that these are subdued ? 

Sutra 43 : Because, something can be said to be subdued 

only when it is also (ca) sometimes perceived. /fiii. 1.43// 
Bhasya : The word “also” (ca) means “when the aid of external 
light is not required (for its perception)”. The possibility of 
being subdued arises only for that colour which is visible, i,e. 
manifest, and also, is not dependent on the aid of external light. 
Otherwise, there is no possibility of being subdued. ‘There is 
no possibility of being subdued in the case of an object which 
is either unperceived because of its latent colour or is perceived 
with the aid of external light. Thus it is established that the 
visual rays exist. 
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objects perceived, there cannot he the absence of perception of 
an object obstructed by a wall, 

(Further objection) If the sénses are considered as giving 
perceptual knowledge after actually coming in. contact with 
the object, there cannot be the perception of what is obstructed 
by a pane of glass, a sheet of mica or a slab of crystal. 

Sutra 47 : (Answer) (In-the case of an object obstructed 

by a pane of glass etc.) the sense-object contact is possi-’ 

ble, because these do not obstruct, (the visual rays). 

. (sii. 1.47]] 
Bhasyo : (Answer) A pane of glass ‘or a shect of mica does not 
obstruct the visual rays and hence, the visual rays, being un- 
obstructed, can come'in contact (with the object beyond), 


Sitra44 : (The visual rays) exist also because the noctur- 
nal animals are observed to have visual rays. /fili. 1.44// 
Bhasya : The visual rays of the nocturnal animals like cats and 
others are actually observed. From thi; are inferred the visual 
rays of the other animals, It may be objected that theré is 
difference in the nature of the sense-organs just as there is 
difference in species, (To this the answer is :) It is not logical 
to assume the difference only in one characteristic, because (in 
the case of ‘the visual sense of the cat also) the sense-object 

contact is found to be interrupted by an obstruction: 
(Objection) It is not logical to claim that the senst-object 
contact is. the cause of perceptual knowledge. Why ? 


cause there is no Obstruction in the case of what is burned”, 


object obstructed by something) because.there can be no con- > rA 
Three different meanings result from the threce different state- 


Rie j tact with an object thus obstructed. But the fact is that an 
if i object, though obstructed’ by a pane of glass or a sheet of mica 
a, _ or a slab of crystal; is actually perceived. This shows that the 
i senses nced not come in actual contact with the objects percei- 
| ved. ‘And since the coming into actudl contact is the mark of 
an object being material, the senses cannot be considered as 


i lw Sūtra 45 : (Objection) (The visual sense) can perceive an Sagi 
ht w object without actually coming in contact with it, be- Itis maintained by some that a material óbject can never 
| a cause an object screened off by a pane of glass, a sheet -be unobstructed. But this is not So. hp 
H of mica or a-slab of crystal is also visually perceived. Sūtra 48 : Because there is no obstruction in the cases of 
ji H i ‘ff iti, 1.45 I 1) the rays of the sun, 2) what is separated by a slab‘of 
E Bhasya : (Objection) It is observed that a blade of grass driven crystal and. 3) the thing pienet ek fee 
ty i: by wind gets obstructed by a pane of glass or a sheet of mica. Bhasya : The word ‘non-obstruccion (avightia) being connected 
l i 7 The contact of something is possible only with an object which with each of the three ‘expressions, yields three different state- 
t) A is not obstructed. The obstruction goes against-the contact. ments, namely, 1) “because there is no PUD DR in We mst 
f LE If the contact‘of the visual rays (with the object) is assumed to of the rays of the sun”, 2) “because see is 1 OEER EAE 
ind + be the cause of perception, there can be no perception (of an the case of what is separated by a slab of crystal”, ~and 3) *tbe- 
1 


ments. Thus: 
l) The rays of the sun are not obstructed by the jar ¢tc.; 


being unobstructed, these produce. heat in the water contained 
in the jar. Because of this conjunction (with the rays of the sun), 
in this water is perocived the quality of a different substance, 
viz. heat (which is a quality. of firc), and the cold touch (i.e. the 
actual quality of water) gets subdued by it. 

2) In the case of something separated by a slab of.crystal, 
there is no obstruction between the rays of the lamp and the 
object to be revealed. Because of this want of obstruction, 
there can be conjunction (between-the two) resulting im percep- 


material, : 

ii Sūtra 46 : (Answer) (The above argument) does not dis- 
prove (that the sense-cbject contact is not the cause of 
perceptual knowledge), because an object obstructed by 
a wallis not perceived. // iii, 1.46 // 

Bhagya : (Answer) If the senses are considered as giving percep- 

tual knowledge without coming in actual contact with-the tion. 


en 
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3) Things placed on a frying pan (bharjana-kapala, the ear-: 
then frying pan) get burned by the heat of fire. There is con- 
junction (between the objects placed on the pan and the fire 
below the pan), because of the lack of any obstruction, And 
this conjunction causes burning, imasmuch as the element of 
fire (jas) does not act without getting conjoined. 

The word “non-cbstruction” is being repeatedly used. 
What does this «‘non-obstruction”® mean? WNon-obstruction of 
an object means the absence of being totally blocked by another 
object, the blocking object ‘having no space separating its parts’ 
(acytthamana-avayava). In other words, it is the absence of any 
factor counteracting the cause of an action, t.e. the want of the 
cancellation of conjuction, As it ig observed, the cold touch of 
water contained within a:jar is perceived on the outer side also 
(of the jar). The touch'of a substance; which is not in contact. 
with the sense-organ is not perceived, | It is also observed that 
water oozes out (parisravona) and comes out in droplets (praspa- 
nda) (frora a jar). 

Therefore, there being no obstruction separating the visual 
rays from an object beyond a pane of glass or a:sheet of mica 
etc. the contact between chem is possible and as such there is 
the perception of the object. — 

Sūtra 49 ; (Objection) No (2.2. it cannot be claimed that 

the visual sense ts not obstructed bya pane of glass etc). 

because it leads to the absurdity of imputing the charac- 

teristic of something to something else. //iii. 1.49}/ 

Bhasya : (Objection) (Xs it to be claimed that) there is no obs- 
truction in the cases of the wall etc. as in the cases of a pane of 
glass, a sheet of mica and the like? Or, {isit to be claimed 
that) there is obstruction in the cases of a pane of glass, a sheer 
of mica and the like, as in the cases of the wall ete, ? A specific 
cause has got to he mentioned for the law (concerning obstruc 
tion and non-obstruction’‘in the cases admitted). i 

Sütra 50 : (Answer) {An object screened off by a pane of 

glass etc) is “perceived, just ag the image (rpa) is per- 

ceived in the mirror and water, ‘because these are trans- 
parent by nature’ (prasddasvabhauyat). |} iit. 1.50 jf 
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Bhasya (Answer) Transparency (brasada), which is a special 
quality -(rapa), is found in a mirror and water, and it is a 
specific quality of (only such things); because this is uniformly 
observed. It is the very nature of transparency ‘to reflect an 
image’ (riipa-upalambhana), The visual rays impinge on the 
mirror and, being rebounded back, come in contact with one’s 
face. ‘Thus one has the perception of one’s own face, which 
perception is called the cognition of the Image. The cause ot 
this cognition is the mirror, which is aided by its transparency. 
With the loss of this quality of a mirror (viz. its transparency), 
there can be no such cognition, But in the case of the wall 


ctc., there is no such cognition of an image. Thus, because of 


the specific nature of the different substances, the visual rays 
do not get obstructed by a pane of glass or a sheet of mica ëtt, 
while they get obstructed by the wall etc. 

Stra 5]: (Answer continued) It is illogical to attribute 

or deny in an arbitrary manner any quality to a subs- 

tance the nature of which is perceptually or inferentially 

determined. / iii, 1.51 /) 
Bhasya : (Answer continued) (Arbitrary attribution or denial 
of a quality to a substance is not permissible), because the ins- 
truments of valid knowledge alone determine the exact nature 
(tattva) of a substance. A person critically examining a subs- 
tance, the nature of which is already determined by perception 
or inference, cannot dictate to it: ‘-Be like this’, nor can he 
prohibit it : “Do not be like this”. Nobody can claim : “Let 
smell as well be visually known, as is colour”, orc “Let not 
colour be visually known, like smell”. Nor can one claim : 
“Let the smoke lead to-the knowledge of water, as it leads to 
the knowledge of. fire”, or “Let the amoke fail to lead to the 
knowledge of fire, as it fails to lead to the knowledge of water”, 

Why is this so ? Because the substances are known by the 
pramana-s in their real nature, i.e, as they actually are—charac 
terised by their spécific nature, by their inherent qualities. The 
pramana-s have for their ocjects the substances as they actually 
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are. You have made two statements dictating and: prohibiting 
aa follows: “Let there be non-obstruction even-by the wall etc., 
as in the -case of a panc of: glass. or a sheet of mica etc.”, and 
«Let there be no non-obstruction by ‘a pane of glass or a sheet 
of mica etc. as in the case of the wall etc”. This is not-per- 
missible,) The characteristic of a substance is determined by 
perception or inference. The. characteristic of causing obstruc- 
tion or non-obstruction is determined by the perception or 
want of perception (of the object beyond). -Tt js inferred that 
obstruction is caused by the wall etc., because an object behind 
these is not perceived. It. is inferred that obstruction is not 
caused by glass or mica ete., because an object beyond these is 
perceived. 
Here ends the section on the critical examination of 


the sense-organs being made of matter 


(indripa- bhautikatea-partksa-prakarana) 


VII. ON THE PLURALITY OF THE SENSE-ORGANS 


Bhajya : Even, then, (there persists the doubt): Is the sense- 
organ one or are there many sens¢-organs ? What is the cause 


of such a doubt ? 
Sūtra 52: There is doubt because (while, on the one 
hand) the objects in: different locations are different 
(and, on the other hand) the ‘whole’ (aveyavin), though 
inhering in the different locations (2.2. the parts) is one. 
Í } iii. 1. 52 ff 


Bhagya : Tr is observed that different objects exist in different 
that in spite of occupying different. places (i.e. 
as inhering in different parts), the ‘whole’ is one. (Objection) 


places and also 


The sense-organ is one. 
„Sūtra 53 : (Objection The cutaneous sense is the only 


sense-organ, because of the non-absence (avyativeka) (i.e. 
the presence of the cutaneous sense: in the locations of 
all the other sense-organs). J} iii. 1.53 // 
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Bhasya : (Objection) It is said-that the cutaneous ‘sense is the 
only. sense-organ. Why ? Because of the non-absence (azyatireka) 


(of the cutancous sense)... ‘Thus, no-location of a sense-organ 


can be pointed to. which is without the cutaneous sense and, 
moreover, no object is known in the absence of the cutaneous 
sense. Therefore, the cutaneous sense—which pervades all 
logations of the sense-organs and in-the presence of which alone 
an object is known—is the only sense-organ. : 

(Answer) No (że the cutaneous sense is not the only sense- 
organ), bécause there is no knowledge of that which is the 
object of some other sense-organ. In spite of the presence of 
shat which is responsible for the cutanedts sensation’ (t.e. the 
cutaneous sens¢)-and in spite moreover of touch being known 
by the cutaneous sense, the blind men cannot apprehend objects 
like colour etc., which are the appropriate ones for the other 
sense-organs. Assuming that there is no sense‘organ other than 
the cutaneous one, let the blind men, endowed with the aviare- 
ous sense, perceive colour etc. But the fact is that they do not 
have snch perceptions. ‘Therefore, it cannot be claimed that 
the cutaneous sense is the only sense-organ, ` 

(The objector may argue) Even colour etc. can be perceived 
(by the cutaneous sense), as in the case of the.perception of 
smoke ‘by a particular part of the cutaneous sense, That speci- 
fie part of the cutaneous sense which ia attached.to the eye can 
alone apprehend the touch of smeke;.and this is not possible 
for any other part of the cutaneous sense. Similarly, some 
specific part of the cutaneous sense (is to -be regarded as) the 
cause of the perception of colour etc., which, when destroyed 
makes the blind incapable of perceiving colour etc. 

(Tothis Vatsyayana answers) The ground mentioned is unte- 
nable, because of contradiction. You have first claimed that 
the cutancous sense is the only sense-organ ‘because of the non: 
absence of the cutaneous sense’ (Mydpa-siira iii. 1.53); and then 
you claim that even colour etc. can be perceived (by the cuta- 
neous sense), ‘as in the case of the perception of smoke by a 
particular part of the cutaneous sense., Assuming this, it is to 
be admitted that (the different sense-organs made of) different 


p 
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elements are the receptors of different objects, because of speci- 
‘fic objects being perceived by specific sense-organs ; only in the 
présence of that particular organ there is the perception of that 
particular object, while, in its absence, there is no such percep- 
tion. Thus, your first statement’ is contradicted by the second 
one, í 
` Besides, the ground, namely, ‘the non-absence of the cutane- 
ous sense” is a doubtful one, (It may as well be claimed that) 
the locations of the different sense-organs are pervaded by the 
elements like earth etc. and in the absence of these elements 
also there can be no knowledge of an object. Thus, neither 
the cutaneous sense alone nor any otherisingle sense-organ can 
be admitted as the receptor of all sorts of objects. 
Sutra 54 ; (Answer) No (i.e. the cutaneous sense is not the 
only sense-organ), because the different objects are not 
simultaneously perceived. jy ii, 1.54 }/ 
Bhasya ; (Answer) The self comes in conjunction with the inter- 
nal sense, the internal sense with the (only external) sense-organ 
(which, according to the objector, is the cutaneous one) and 
the sense-organ is conjoined with various objects. (In such 
circumstances) there should have been the simultaneous percep- 
tions of various objects due to these conjunctions of the self, 
the: external sense-organ, the internal sense and the objects. 
However, the different objects like colour etc. are not simul- 
taneously perceived. Therefore, it cannot be claimed thar 
there is only-one sense-organ apprehending all sorts of objects. 
It cannot be claimed that there is only one sense-organ 
apprehending all sorts of objects, further because there is no 
co-existence (séhararya) of the perceptions of the different 
objects. The admission of the co-existence of the perceptions 
of the different objects leads to the absurdity of there being’ 
none as the blind etc. 
Stra 55 : (Answer continuéd) The cutaneous sense is 
not the only sense-organ also because of contradiction 
(vipratisedha), jf iii. 1. 55 |} 
Bhasya : (Answer continued) It cannot be admitted that the 
cutaneous sense is the only sense-organ, because of contradiction. 
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(The contradiction is as follows). Assuming that the cutaneous 
sense can perceive colour etc. which have no physical connec- 
tion with it, and hence it ‘can perceive objects without having 
a physical connection with the object’ (a-prapyakarin),—let the 
same possibility be admitted even in the case of touch etc. 
(which is palpably absurd). However, since the cutaneous 
sense can perceive touch etc, only when they come in physical 
contact with it, it is to be admitted that it canzior perceive 
colour etc. which have no physical cantact with it. 

(The objector argues) Why not admit that the cutancous 
sense can perceive objects both with and without the physical 
contact with them ? 

(Answer) (This cannot be admitted), because ic fails to expl- 
ain the fact of obstruction favavana) and leads to the possibility 
of the perception of any and every object (whether obstructed 
or not}. (The argument is further explained), You may claim 
that the cutaneous sense perceives touch etc. which have phy- 
sical connection withit and that it perceives colour etc. which 
have no physical connection with it. In that case, however, 
the fact of obstruction cannot be explained and, there being no 
explanation for the fact of obstruction, each and every colour 
—whether it is obstructed or not—should be perceived. 

Besides, this will fail to explain the law that colour'ete. 
when near, are perceived and, when at a distance, are not 
perceived, Assuming that the cutaneous sense can perceive 
colour which has no physical connection with it, it is not possi- 
ble to explain the following Jaw : colour is not perceived when 
at a distance, while when nearer, it is perceived. 

The multiplicity of the sense-organs is already proved by 
the refutation of the view that it is only one. Now are being 
offered (positive) grounds to establish it (7:2. the multiplicity of 


the sens¢-organs). 
Sitra 56 : (Answer continued) Because of the five-fold 
purpose fartha) served by the sense-organs (they are five). 
jfi. 1.56)/ 
Bhasye : (Answer continued} The word artha means purpose. 
The purposes served by the sense-organs are five. When touch 
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is perceived by the cutaneous sense, there is no perception of 
colour by the same, . Therefore, the visual sense is inferred as, 
serving the purpose of the perception of colour. When touch 
and colour, are perceived (respectively’ by- the cutaneous and 
the, visual senses), there is no perception of smell by them. 
Therefore, the olfactory sense is inferred as serving the purpose 
of the perception of smell. “When the three (viz. touch, colour 
and smell) are perceived (by their respective senses) there is no 
perception of taste by them. Therefore, the gustatory sense is 
inferred as'serving the purpose.of the perception of taste; When 
the above four are perceived . (by the irrespective senses), there 
isno perception of sound by them.  Thereforé, the auditory 
sense is inferred ~as serving the purpose of the perception of 
sound. 

Of the purposes served by the sense-organs, the purpose of 
one is not served by another. > Hence 'the sense-organs are to 
be admitted as five. ii i 

Sūtra 57 : (Objection) No (i.e. the sense-organs are*not 

five), because the objects (of the senses) are numerous, 

- /j ML. 57 fy 

Bhasya : (Objection) It is not proved that the sensc-organs are 
five because the objects of the senses are ‘five-fold. Why ? 
Because their objects are. numerous. The objects of the senses 
are in fact numerous. Thus, touch may be: cold, hot or tem- 
perate; colour may be white, green and so on; smell may be 
attractive, foul or neutral; taste may be bitter čte.. Sound also 
may be different in nature—articulate and mere sound. There- 
fore, those who admit that the sense-organs are‘five because 
the objects of the senses are fivefold, should as well admit that 
the sense-organs-are numerous because the objects of the senses 
are numerous, a t 

Sutra 58 : (Answer) (The view that the. sense-organs are 

five) is not negated, because ‘the’ general property of 

smell’ (gandhatoa) etc. exist in all cases of smell ete. 
"Df iid. 58 ff 
Bhasya: (Answer) (The objector claims that) the perceptions of 
different smells being not possible for the same receptor, 
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(necessitate.:the admission of different sense-organs); but geese 
(perceptions of different smells)—which are all determined 
(kria-nyavasiha) to. be ‘nothing but smell by their general pro- 
perty of gandhatoa—do not necessitate the admission of separate 
sense-organs, The ground for the inference of a sens¢e-organ 18 
the general group of the same type of objects and not the sepa- 
rate divisions-of them. ; py Fates 

How are smell etc. determined to be- nothing but smell in 

general by their own general property of gandhatoa ete. ? The 
three forms of touch; viz..cold, hot and temperate, are collected 
under‘the same group ‘because of their own general property of 
touch-ness (sparsatva). Therefore, once the sensation of : cold 
is apprehended {and the cutaneous sense is admitted to be the 
cause thereof), the apprehensions of hot or temperate touch do 
wot necessitate the admission of any sense-organ’ over and 
above; because the different forms of touch can be apprehen- 
ded by the same means : the same sense-organ that Apprehends 
the cold touch also apprehends the other two types. Similarly, 
(all forms of smell, colour, taste and sound are determined to 
be nothing but smell’etc.) because of ‘the general properties of 
aalis colour; taste and sound’ (gandhaiva, vipatoa, yvasaiva and 
jabdatoa) respectively.’ However, the perceptions of smell etc. 
(i.e. smell, colour, taste, touch and sound) necessitate the 
admission of different sens¢-organs, because they sarin be 
apprebended by the same means, Thus, it is well-said that 
the sense-organs are'five because the-objects of the senses are 
five-fold. 

: Admitting the general - characteristic. to be the ground for 
bringing under the same class, it would follow that these sense- 
organs—+> 

Sūtra 59°: (Objection) are only one, because ‘the general 

property of being. the object of sense’ {vigayatoa) exists 

(in all the’ objects like smell, colour etc.). -H ii 1.59 ff 
Bhasya > (Objection) Smell etc. can be brought under the parme 
class; because of their sharing the general property of object- 
mess’ (vigayatva). 

Siira 60 : (Answer) No (i.e. the sense-organs are not one, 
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their fivefold-ness being proved by) the fivefold-ness 

of—1) the apprehensions which are the marks (for infe- 

rring the sense-organs), 2) the locations, 3) the ‘process 

of getring connected’ (galz) (with the object), 4) size 

(akrti) and ‘5) materia) cause (jāt). |} iii. 1. 60 J} 
Bhasya: {Answer) It cannot be inferred obat the different types 
of objects determined to be nothing but sensé-object in general 
by the common property of sisayatoa, do not need different 
receptors and are apprehended by the same means. ` What is 
inferred instead is that the five types of objects like smell etc. — 
determined to be nothing but smell etc. by their own general 
property of gandhatea etc,—are apprehended by different sense- 
organs. Therefore, it (ie. the claim of the objector) is mean- 
ingless. The same vicw (namely, the view expressed in NVyapa- 
sūtra iii. 1. 56) is reiterated here as: “because of the fivefold- 
ness of the apprehensions which are the marks (for inferring 
the sense- organs)” —° 

1) The apprehensions themselves are the marks, because 
‘the sense-organs are inferred-on the basis of the perceptions of 
objects. All these are already explained in the commentary 
on the sutra {i.e Npaya-siitra iii. 1. 56), ‘because of the fivefold- 
ness of the objects of sense”. Therefore, because of the five- 


fold-ness of the apprehensions which are the marks, the sense- 


organs are five. 

2) Also the locations of the sensc-organs are five. The 
cutaneous sense, which is inferred from the perception of touch, 
extends allover the body. The visual sense,. which is inferred 
from the perception of!colour and which can move out, is 
located in the eye-ball (kysnasdva), The olfactory sense is 
located in the nase. The gustatory sense is located in the 
tongue. The auditory sense is Jocated in the ear-hole. Thus, 
(the sense-organs are five), bccause they are inferred from the 
perceptions of smell, taste, colour, touch and sonnd. 

3) The multiplicity of the sense-organs is also proved by the 
difference in the ‘process of getting connected” (gali) (with the 
object). The visual sense, which is located in the eye-ball 
moves out and comes in contact with the objects that possess 
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colour. By contrast, in the case of the cutaneous and other 
senses, the objects themselves—due to the movement of their 
own substrata—get connected with them. The auditory sense 
comes in contact with sound through its successive waves. 

4) Size (akyli) means magnitude (partmana), i.e. the space 
occupied, And it is of five kinds. The olfactory, gustatory, 
and cutan¢ous senses pervade their own locations only, as it is 
inferred from the perception of their respective objects. The 
visual sense, which is located in the eye-bal) and which can 
mave ont, pervades the object perceived. The auditory sense 
is not different from @kdfa, which is all-pervasive and which is 
inferred from the perception of sound alone but which mani- 
fests sound as par specific locations determined by the adrsja 
of the human beings (purusa) 

5) The word jati (materia) cayse) means the source. The 
root causes of the sense-organs are the five forms of -elements 
(bhiuta-s) like ‘earth etc. Therefore, from the fivefold-ness of 
their material cause, it is proved that the sense-organs are five. 

But how is it known that the sense-organs have for their 
material cause the elements and nor the avyakta ? 

Sütra 61 : (Each sense-organ is) identical (with one of 

the elements) because each perceives the specific quality 

ofan element. }fiti. 1.61 }/ 
Bhayya : It is observed that there is a law that éach of the ele- 
ments like air etc. causes the manifestation of a specific quality 
of an clement. Air causes the manifestation of touch, water 
causes the manifestation of taste, fre causes the manifestation of 
colour and an object made of earth causes the manifestation 
of the sméll of a substance. In the case of the serise-Organs 
also there is the same law of the manifestation. of a specific 
quality of an element. Therefore, because of such manifesta- 
tion of the specific quality of an element, we think that the 
sense-organs have for their material cause the elements and not 
the avyakia. 
Tiere ends the section on the plurality of the sense-organs 
(ind? iya-n@natva-prokarana} 

NS-27 
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4 IM. ON THE CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE:OBJECTS 
OF THE SENSE-ORGANS 


~-Bhāşya : It has been already stated (in Mydya-siztra i. 1.14) 


‘that smell etc, are the qualities of earth étc. This statement 


is. equally possible (in the sense of) either that earth etc. have 
respectively only one (of these) qualities or that earth etc: have 
more than one (of:these) qualities» For this ‘reason, Gautama 
says— ay 

Sūtra 62: Of (the-five qualities, namely,) smell, taste, 

colour, touch and sound, the (four qualities) ‘ending 

with touch” (sprasa/paryantah) belong to earth, //iii. 1.62}} 

Siitra' 63 : (Of the first, four qualities mentioned above), 

‘the qualities’ in exclusion of each preceding one belong 

respectively to water, fire and air. (The quality) ‘next 

to” (uttara)-(touch ‘in the above list) belongs to akasa: 

ff ïi. 1.63 J] 

Bhdsya : (The expression sparsa-paryantdh in silira 62) is to be 
read as sparsa-parpantandm by altering the case-ending. ‘Sound, 
which is mentioned next to the qualities ending with touch, is 
the quality of akasa. 

(Objection) How, then, the suffix tarap is used (in the word 
utlara)? (Answer) Because it (i.e. uttaray can be used indepen- 
dently (as a'separate word which does not express the etymolo-' 
gical sense of the comparative). It follows therefrom that the 
word uttara may express the simple sense of ‘next to’ (pera): 
In the sūra enumerating (the qualities) also, sound is mentioned 
next to the qualities ending with touch. 

' Or, it is a case of re-utterance (tantra) (of the- word spara), 
for touch is intended to'be expressed. Thus, (the meaning is 
what) touch-is the last one of the ‘four, qualities ending with 


touch, which are specifically determined! (to be the qualities of ` 
earth etc.), and sound which comes next to such quality of 


touch (is the quality of kāta): 
Sūtra 64 : (Objection) No (i.e. the above rule regarding 
the distribution of qualities is not logical), because alfy- 


Nydya-siera iii. 1.65 2st 


the qualities are not apprehended (by the same.sense). 

jf sii. 1.64 J} 
Bhéspa: (Objection) -This ‘rule regarding the distribution of 
qualities’ (gunaniyoga).is not proper. Why? (Because) all the 
qualities. that (are, supposed to) belong to a material element 
are not. apprehended by the sense whichis made of the same 
(material elesent). Thus, through the olfactory sense which 
is made of earth, the four qualities ending with touch’ are not 
pimsneenan but‘amell only is perceived. 

-Similar is thé case with the rest (z.¢: in the case of water etc. 
and their qualities like taste ec.) 

How, then, these qualities are to be distetbuted {among the 
différent material clements) ? (Yo this, the opponent gives his 
own. answer)—— 

-Sutra 65 : (Objection continued) (Of the five qualities 
like smell: ete.), each of the following qualities belongs 
respectively to each of the following (material elements 
like earth etc.) and as such, there is no apprehension of 
any other (quality). // ill. 1,65, // 
Bhasya > (Objection continued) (Of the five qualities like) smell 
etc., cach one belongs respectively to (each of the five material) 
elements like) earth etc. Therefore, there is no apprehension 
of the rest, i.e. there is no perception of the three (in earth), 


of the two (in water) and of. the one (in fire). Thus, taste, 


colour and touch are not apprehended by the olfactory sense. 
Colour and touch are not apprehended by the gustatory: sense. 
And touch is not apprehended by the visual sense. 

(Objection) How, then, material elements are perceived 
as endowed with more than one quality ? (Answer) The appre- 
hension of more than one quality (in the samé element), is due 
to mixture (with other elements). Thus, taste and other (quali- 
ties) are perceived in earth because of its mixture with water 
and other (elements). 

Similar is the case with the rest (i.e. the clements of water, 
fire and air). 

(Objection) But, then, there being no specific rule regarding 
mixture, there can be no expianation for the rule that earth is 
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a substance with four qualities, water is a substance with three 
qualities, fire is a substance with two qualities and air is a subs- 
tance with only-one quality. (Answer) The rule can be explain- 
ed. How? 

Sūtra 66 : Because one element is pervaded (vista) by 

another. // iii, 1. 66 H 
Bhasya: (OF the different material elements like) earth etc., 
each preceding one is pervaded by the following ones and as 
such, there is a rule regarding the mixture (of the elements). 
This (mixture of the elements), it is to be noted, occurs at the 
time of the ‘creation of elements’ (bhifasysfi), and not at the 
present time, 

Saira 67 : (Gautama’s answer) No (i.e, the opponent’s 

view is not tenable), because a substance made of earth 

or water js also apprehended (by the visual sense). 

jf iii, 1.67 jf: 

Bhasya: (Answer) By the word ‘no’ (Gautama) rejects the three 
preceding siltra-s (i.e. sitve-s 64-66 above). Why? Because a 
substance made of earth ar water also is apprehended by the 
visual sense. (A substance is) visually known when it has inter- 
mediate magnitude, is Composed of many parts and possesses 
colour. Thus, a substance made of fire alone—and not one 
made of cither earth or water--would be visually known, for 
(according to the opponent) colour is not present (in a subs- 
tance made of carth or water). In fact, a substance made of 
earth or water being as perceptible as a substance made of fire, 
{it cannot be claimed that) many qualities are perceived (in the 
same element) only because of mixture, (That is, it is to be 
admitted that one clement has more than one quality and earth 
or water also is characterised by colour). 

If one argues that a substance made of earth or water 
(though without colour) is visually known due to its connection 


with some other element (i.e. fire which possesses colour), one 
would have to admit even- the visual knowledge of air, (because 
the connection of fire may as well be presentin air). Otherwise, 
let one mention (some specific) ground for the rule (that the 
connection of air ig present in fire and not vice versa). 
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Or, (the opponent’s view is not tenable), because taste is 
also perceived in earth or water. ‘The taste of earth is of six 
kinds (viz. sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and bitter), 
while the-taste of water is only sweet. But it (i.e. the percep- 
tion of six kinds of taste in earth) is not possible only because 
of mixture (with water which possesses sweet taste alone). (It 
is to be admitted, therefore, that-éarth and water have tastes 
of their own). 

Or, (the opponent’s view is not tenable), because the colour 
of earth or water-—when assisted (anugrhite) by the colour of 
fire—is perceived. If (the perception of colour in earth or 
water is admitted to be.due to) mixture alone, the colour of 
fire would only be ‘a cause of manifestation’ (syaiijaka) and not 
also an ‘object manifested” (oyangya). (But the fact is that the 
colour of fire, while manifesting the colour of something else, 
is itself also manifested). 

(The opponent's view is not tenable), also because the colour 
of earth is perceived to be of many kinds, while that of water 
is perceived to be of only one kind, Thus, the colour of earth 
is of many kinds, such as, green, red, yellow and the like. The 
colour of water, again, is only white, which does not manifest 
the colour of anything else. But it (2.6. the perception of the 
said forms of colour) in earth and water which (according to 
the opponent) possess only one quality each cannot be explain- 
ed (only by their) mixture (with fire, the colour of which is 
only white, which manifests the colour of something else). {It 
is to be admitted, therefore, that earth and water have. colours 
of their own). 

This (i.e. the expression pdrihivapyayoh in the saire) is said by 
way of illustration, Further explanation may be offered as 
follows. 

(The opponent’s view is not tenable), also because (a speci- 
fic form of) touch is perceived in earth or fre. The touch of 
earth is perceived to be temperate (anusnaftia) and that of fire 
to be warm (ugna). But it (2.2. the perception of the said forms 
of touch) in earth and fire which (according to the opponent) 
possess only one quality eack cannot be explained (only by 
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their) mixture'with air which: is characterised: by temperate 
touch.only, ; 5 Bet rege Te 
Or, -(the opponent’s view is not: tenable); ack a subs; 
tance made of earth or water is perceived’ as characterised by 
some specific (xpavasthita) qualitiës:™ It is perceived that a subs 
tance made of earth-has four. particular. qualities ‘and azsubs- 
tance ‘made of water has three particular qualities. From: this 
is-inferred their cause of the same nature (i.e. from the percep- 
tion ‘of a substance made of earth as characterised by four 
qualities, it ‘is inferred that its constituent atoms also ‘possess 
four qualities), An effect is the ground for inferring itsį causé, 
for the. presence of the effect follows from:the' presence -of ‘the 
cause. Similarly, from the perception of the specific qualities 


The ‘absence-of connection’ (sineka) (with other elements) 
also is observed, because a substance made of-earth.or water is 
perceived (as characterised by more than ‘one quality, even 
when no other element is mixed with it) A substance made 
of éarth is perceived as.separated from water and the like, one 
made of water is perceived as separated from fire and air, and 


ouc made of fire is perceived as separated from air. But (even: 


at that time) none (of these three kinds of substances) is per- 
ceived as characterised by only one quality. (It is therefore 
to, be admitted that earth and others are really’ epad with 
many: qualities). j t 

Besides, (the opponent’s contention, viz.) ‘because: one -ele- 
ment is pervaded by another’ cannot be establishediby infe- 
rence, because there is no probans as the ground of such an 


inference-—(a ground) by which one:may. acquire such inferen- 


tial knowledge." 

Moreover, it has been maintained that the fact of one ele- 
ment being pervaded by another is to be understood as occurr- 
ing at the time of the creation of elements and notat the pre- 
sent time, This is illogical, for there is no ground to prove the 
rule (that earth has smell only and no-other, quality). It is 


Nyaya-adtra iii. | 68 215 
observed, even at the present. time, that one element is perva- 
ded by another-and that fire ‘too is pervaded by air. 

| «Being pervaded’ (visfaioa) means-having (a specific form of) 
conjunction. Such conjunction is the same in reapect. of both 
(the objects conjoined), and there is no ground to.prove a rule 
that ‘fire, because of being pervaded by air, has the quality of 
touch’, but not that sair; because of being pervaded by fire, has. 
the quality of colour’, - ) i 

+ It is .also observed gthat the touch of air, when subdued 
(abhibhita) by the touch of fire, is not perceived. It can never 
be that it (ie. the-touch of air, a conjunction with which, 
according to-the opponent, is responsible for the perception of 
touch in fire) is subdued by its own sélf, (That is, itis to be 


j eR jn a substance made of fire or air, thè presence of those specific admitted that fire also has touch of its own and hence one touch 
1 ial TO 4 k k n í ` 
i un qualities ia inferred also in the substances (i.e, the atoms) that- is subdued by another), 
’ aan P 4 s n S v i © 
Hi constitute them, Thus refuting the illogical (nyõya-viruddha) contention (of 


the opponent), Gautama now replies to the objection raised by 
‘no, because all the qualities are. not apprehended’ (i.e. satra 
64 above)— : 

Sūtra 68: Each preceding one (ie. eacir of the five 

senses) is primary (pradhina) in respect of only one 

(particular quality) because .of the excellence of (that 

particular) quality (in-it). jf ili, 1.68 ff ` 
Bhayya : The senses like the olfactory and others do not: indivi- 
dually perceive all the-qualities (like smell, taste and others), 
because each preceding one jte. each of the five senses) is pri- 
mary in respect.of only onc particular quality, due to the 
excellence of that particular quality (in it). What is meant by 
primariness (pradhdnatd) ? Being the instrument in the percep- 
tion of an object (i.e. a particular quality), What is meant by 
‘excellence ofa quality’ (gunotkarja) ? Capability of manifesting 
that quality. 

Thus, the external substances made of earth, water. and fire 
which respectively possess four qualities, three qualities and 
two qualities do not manifest equally all the qualities, but due 
to the excellence of the qualities of smell, taste and colour 
respectively manifest the qualities of smell, taste and colour. 
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In the same way, the olfactory, the gustatory and the visual 
senses—though possessing respectively four qualities, three 
qualities and two qualities—are not each the instruments for 
the perception of all the qualities, but due to the excellence of 


smell, taste and colour respectively ‘become the instruments for 


the perception of smell, taste and colour. Therefore, each of 
the senses like the olfactory and others do not perceive all the 
qualities, 

One who claims that the olfactory sense is an instrument 
for the perception of smell, because it has the quality of smell, 
and similar is the case with the gustatory and other senses, 
would be led to {the absurd position) that, according to the 
connection of the various qualities, the olfactory or any other 
sense is also an instrument for the perception of (the other) 
qualities. 

What is the basis of the specific rule that some sense is (said 
to be) made of earth and not everyone, while some others are 
(said to be) made of respectively water, fire and air, and not 
everyone ? 

Satra 69; The ‘specific rule’ (ypavasthana) regarding them 

(že. the semses) is due to ‘greater proportion’ (bkūyastva) 

(of one particular clement). j/ iii. 1. 69 if 
Bhasya : Greater proportion means greater connection—due to 
the peculiar adrsfa of the human beings—with a substance 
which is different from the other substances and is capable of 
accomplishing some human end. The use of the word dhayasiva 
in the sense of ‘greater amount’ (prakarsa) is indeed observed, 
as for instance, some object (when present) in great quantity 
is said to be hiyas (rauch). 

Thus, objects tike poison, herbs, gemis and others have been 
produced—due to the peculiar adrsfa of human beings—each 
as capable of fulfilling different purposes and not everyone as 
capable of fulfilling every purpose. In the same way, the 
senses like the olfactory and others have been produced each as 


capable of receiving a particular object and nòt everyone as 
capable of receiving all the objects. 
But, why do not the senses cognise the qualities located in 
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their own selves ? 

Sutra 70 : Because (a sense) is considered a sense as 

endowed with its quality, // “iii. 1. 70 /) 

Bhasya: The senses like the olfactory and others do not receive 
their own smell etc; What is the cause (for this) ? Because the 
olfactory and other senses are considered senses only as endo- 
wed with their own qualities. The olfactory sense receives 
externa] smell along with its own smell which too performs the 
same function (viz. the cognition of external smeli). Thus, the 
olfactory sense cannot receive its own smell due to the absence 
of the accessory (sahekarin). 

Similar is the case with the other, senses. 

If smell is considered to be an accessory to the olfactory 
sense, let it also be an object cognised by (the olfactory sense), 
To this Gautama says— 

Satra 71: And also because it (te. the olfactory sense) 

cannot be perceived by itself. // iii. 1. 71 1i 
Bhasya : The senses do not receive their own qualities (because 
they cannot be perceived by theinselves), It would be as if one 
argues that, just as an external substance is cognised by the 
visual sense (¢.2.. the eyes), ler che eye also be cognised by the 
same eye. In both these cases, there equally occurs the absence 
of the cause for cognition, ` 

Sūtra 72 : (Objection) No (ie. it cannot be argued that 

a sense does not receive its own quality), because sound 

(as located in the anditory sense) is perceived (by the 


samc). // ii. 1.72 jf | 
Bhasya : (Objection) It cannot be maintained that the senses 
do not receive their own qualities, for rhe auditory sense (which 
is of the nature of akdia) receives its own sound. 
Siiva 73: (Answer) It (ze. the quality of sound) is 
received, because the various substances and the quali. 
ties are dissimilar in nature. J) iii, 1. 73 JJ ; 
Bhasya : (Answer) It is not that akasa as endowed with a quality 
—viz. quality of sound—is considered to be the (auditory) 
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Sound. is not a cause for the manifestation of sound. 
Nor {is it proved) through either perception or inference that 
the olfactory and other senses creceive their own qualities. It 
is, however, (proved) inferentially that akasa in the form of the 
auditory sense receives ‘{its‘own) sound and. that sound ‘is the 


sense. 


quality of akata. 

The inference isto be taken as aresidual (parisesa) one. 
The self is the ‘agent that hears’ (iroly) and not the instrument 
(kavana). Ifthe mind is accepted to be the auditory sense, 
there will be (the absurdity of) the total absence of the- deaf, 
(because mind being an eternal entity can never be destroyed). 
Earth and the other clernents which are capable of constituting 
the olfactory and other senses, are incapable of constituting the 
auditory sense. Still, there js a’sense in the form of the audi- 
tory and there remains the element of kāta. There being thus 
no other alternative, dkaia is ultimately considered to be the 
auditory sense.- > RHN 

Here ends the section on the critical examination of the objects 
of the senses 


(artha- payiksii-prakarana) 


-First Hike of the third chapter ends. 
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Adhyaya 3 - Ahnika 2 


1. ON KNOWLEDGE BEING NON-ETERNAL 


Bhégya: The senses and their objécts have been critically 
examined. Now is the occasion for the critical examination of 
buddhi. Is buddhi non-ctcrnal or eternal ? Whar is the cause of 
such a doubt ? 

Stra Í: There is doubt, because (buddhi has) similarity 

with action {which is non-eternal} as well as akafa (which 

iseternal). J/ ii. 2.3 ff - 
Bhisya :-Absence of touch which is the common characteristic 
of the two (viz. action and Gkata) is apprehended. in buddhi 
and the specific characteristic of being characterised by ii 
and destruction, or the respective opposite characters of the 
eternal and the non-eterna! (he: non-eternality and eternality) 
are not apprehended in buddhi. Therefore, there is a doubt. 

(Objection) Such a doubt js not ac all justified, for everyone 
is aware of the fact that buddhi, just like pleasure:atc., ia non- 
eternal, One has such ‘mental cognitions’ (somaitti) as “I shall 
know’, ‘I know’? and ‘I knew’ But unless the origin and-des- 
truction (of buddhi are admitted), there can be no knowledge 
about the thrée times (in relation to buddhi). Itis, therefore 
proved that buddhi is non-eternal, because the three times P 
known (in relation to it). 

Moreover, this (non-eternality of buddhi) which is a proved 
fact is reiterated in the Sastra (że. NyZyasastra) also—(percep- 
tion is knowledge) which is produced by sense-object contact’ 
(Nydya-sitira 1.1.4), “che absence of the occurrence of simultane- 
ous cognitions isa probans for the inference of the -mind’ 
(Nyapa-sittra i.1.16) and soon. Therefore, the said process of 
doubt is not justified. 

(Answer) This section is designed to refute the doctrine 
(pravada) of a particular system (dys/t) (ùe. the Simkhya system), 
The followers of Samkhya conclude, after critical discussion 
that duddhi which is the ‘internal organ’ (antapkarana) of the 


an 
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purusa is eternal. 

They (iz. the followers of Samkhya) also mention the 
ground (for the eternality of buddhi}— 

Sutra 2: (Objection) (The internal organ or buddhi is 
eternal). because an object is re-cognised. j} iii, 2. 2 /} 
Bhayya + (Objection) What is meant by this re-cognition ? Re- 
cognition is the knowledge that the two cognitions (as referred 
to by the expressions) ‘I now perceive an object that I percei- 
ved previously’ (i.e. the present and the past cognitions) relate 
to the same object. Such (re-cognition) can be justified only 

if buddhi is (conceived as) permanent (avasthita). 

If, on the other hand, (it is admitted that) buddhi is many, 
ig. there are different pieces of byddhi ‘which are destroyed just 
after their production’ (ulpanndpavargin), the fact of re-cogni- 
tion cannot be explained, for an object perceived by one 
cannot be re-cognised by another. 

Sûtra 3: (Answer) (The ground mentioned in the previ- 

ous sitfra, viz. re-cognition of an object) is nota valid 

ground, because it is ‘similar to the probandum’ (sddkya- 
sama)- (That is, the presence of re-cognition in buddhi is 

yet to be properly established and hence it cannot be 

taken as the probans of the inference). // iii. 2.3 )/ 
Bhasya : (Answer) Just as eternality 1s yet to be proved asa pro- 
perty of buddhi. so also is re-cognition. What is the ground’? The 
ground is that) a property (viz. re-cognition) that belongs to the 
conscious agent (2.4. the purusa or self) cannot be present in the 
instrument (viz. buddhi). (All the different forms of knowledge, 
viz.) j7ana, darsana, upalabdht, bodha; pratyaya and adhyavasaya 
‘are the properties of the conscious self It 3s the conscious self 
which re-cognises an object previously! perceived arid on this 
ground (of re-cognition) only its eternality can be justified. 

If (the opponent admits) consciousness in the instrument, 
(he will have to) explain the nature of the conscious (purusa or 
self). It is not possible co conceive of any orher self the nature 
of which cannot be specifically described (2.2. the purasa or self 
which is unqualified or nirguna). To explairf, if knowledge is 
admitted to be (a property of) the internal organ, what will 
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then be the real nature, the specific character or the essence of 
the conscious self? 

And what does the conscious self da-with the knowledge 
(which is not its own property, but) is oniy present in buddhi ? 
(Opponent) If it be said that the purusa (or self) becomes cons- 
cious (with the knowledge) ? (Answer) It does not mean that 
(consciousness is someting) different from the quality of know- 
ledge. The statements ‘the purusa becomes conscious’ and 
‘buddhi knows (an object)’ do not signify that (consciousness is 


something) different from the quality of knowledge. The 


expressions—‘becomes conscious’ (cetayate), knows (jantte), per- 
ceives (patyah) and apprehends (upalabhate)—all signify the 
same thing. (Opponent) If it be said that buddhi communicates 
(jiapayate) (che knowledge) ? (Answer) Let it be so. It is quite 
true thar the self knows and buddhi communicates. But, if such 
a position is accepted, it is proved that knowledge is a property 
of the self and not of buddhi which.is the internal organ. 
Moreover, (ihe opponent must) mention some ground to 
refute the view (of one who may) put forward the rule that 
each of the different terms (referring to knowledge) signify quite 
different purusa-s as their loci. One may maintain that (there 
are really different purusa-s of which some puruja becomes 
conscious, some purusa cognises, some purusa apprehends -and 
some urusa perceives—that is to say, we have different 
purusa-8 as the consious, the cogniser, the apprehender and 
the perceptor: and the characteristics (like consciousness ete.) 
do nat belong to one and the same purusa, What, (according 
to:the opponent), would be the ground to refute such a view ? 
If itis claimed that the terms have the samc meaning (and as 
such, they refer to one and the same purusa), it would be similar 
(to the casc of consciousness and knowledge). To explain, (the 
opponent may argue that) these terms arc all synonymous and 
hence the rule (that they refer to different purusa-s or selves) 
is not justified. This is, however, equally (plausible in the case 
of consciousness and knowledge also). In the case of the state- 
ments—‘the purusa becomes conscious’ and ‘buddhi knows’—also 
the meaning isnot different. Thus, if both buddhi and the purusa 
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become characterised by consciousness, ‘one of them would 
be redundant. (That is, there is no justification for admitting 
more than one conscious agent in the body.) . » 

Again, it may be maintained that the word buddhi being 
‘derived in-the instrumental sense as ‘that by which an.object 
is, cognised’ means the mind which is ‘an instrument of cogni- 
tion’ (bodhana) andthe mind is eternal (even in the Nyaya’ view). 
Letit be so. Still, ir cannot be arguedithat the eternality af 
the mind is proved by the re-cognition of in object, because. it 
is observed that, even if the instrument is different, there can 
be re-cognition due ro the identity of the knower, as in the case 
of eyes, (an object) perceived with the left eye is re-cognised 
with the right eye (when the left one is damaged) or as in the 
case of lamps,"an abject perceived with the help of one lamp is 
re-cognised with the help of.another. It follows, therefore, that 
(this fact of re-cognition) is a ground the eternality of the 
knower (2.2. the self) only. ; 

It has also been maintained that the cognitions (jidna) 
which are only. modifications (of buddhi) come out, correspond- 
ing to the form of the objects, from buddhi which is ever-existing 
favasthita) and the modification (vrifi—jndna} is not anything 
different from ‘what is modified’ (ayttimat=buddhi). This -is 
however— 

Sūtra £: Not tenable, because (the different objects) are 
not all known simultaneously. Nas 2,4 {fr 
Bhasyo'\ Uf oriji and opttimat are: (viewed to be) identical, the 
presence of xyiti-s would follow from the presence of uyttimat. 
That is, all the cognitions of the different objects (which are 


‘only modifications of buddhi) would be ever-present and as such,- 


thére will ‘be the absurdity of all objects being known simul- 
taneously. 

Sūira 5 : In the ‘absence of re-cognition’ .(apratyabhi- -, 

jana), the destruction (of buddhi) is to be admitted. 

jp iii. 2.5 jf 

Bhasya: When (the vyti or knowledge in the’ form of} re-cognition 
disappears, the vrilimat (viz. buddhi) too would disappear and 
the destruction of the internal organ will have to be admitted. 
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If, however, the‘opposite (i.¢..ortt disappears, but aréfimat 
remains) is (accepted to be true), the two fortti or knowledge 
and v¢ttimat or buddhi) would be different entities. 
- The mind which is not all-pervasive (i.2. atomic in magni- 
tude) and is one (in the same body) gets conjoined with the 
senses in succession and thus— EF ` 
Sūtra 6: Due’ to successive conjunction (of the mind 
with the senses), objects are not simultaneously known. 
jf iki. 2.6 /} 
Bhasya : That is, (there is no simultaneous knowledge) of the 
different -objects of the senses, because ortti and'vrihmat are 
different from each other. On the identity of the two, however, 
there can be no appearance or disappearance (of. ortti-s). 
Siira 7: Moreover, (an object is) ‘not apprehended’ 
(apratyabhijnana, lit not re-cognised) because of the mind’s 
attention to another object. // ii. 2. 7f] 
Bhasya « The word apratyabhijfidna (in the sitra) means non- 
apprehension. The non-apprehension of a particular object 
can be explained (only on the admission that) the mind is 
‘attentive'to Some other object, because sriti and urtiimet are 
different from each other. On the identity of the two, however, 
there can be no sense (in admitting) ‘attention to a different 
object’ (vyasenga). 

Ifthe internal organ is (admitted to be) all-pervasive, its 
conjunction with the senses in succession— 

Sutra 8: Ts not possible because of the absence of move- 


ment (gali), f] ili. 2.8 j} 


Bhasya : (If buddhi or the internal organ is admitted to be all-. - 


pervasive), all the senses have already ‘got related’ (prapta) 
and as such, there can be no movement (in buddhi) which is the 
cause of ‘getting related’ (prapit). Thus; because of the impassi- 
bility of successive conjuction (of buddhi with the senses), the 
absence of simultaneous cognitions cannot be logically explained. 
The absence of simultaneous cognitions which is disproved, 

in the case of an all-pervasive internal organ, on the ground 
of the absence of movement cannot be inferentially established 
(even) by any other probans. For instances, the movement of 
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the visual sense—-though denied on the ground that both a 
hand which is proximate and the moon which is far away are 
perceived at the sarne time—is inferentially established on the 
(stronger) ground of its being obstructed by (am objèct) that 
disconnects it (from the object of cognition). c 

Actually, this dispute (betwecn Nyaya and Samkhya) does 
not concern either the existence of an internal organ or its 
eternality. Itis established (beyond doubt) that the mind is 
the internal organ and it is cternal. What, then, is the point 
of dispute ? The dispute is about its all-pervasiveness, which 
not being established by any pramdna, is denied (by Nyaya). 

(It has been said that) the internal ongan ‘is one, while its 
modifications which are the different pieces of knowledge are 
many-——such as, the visual sensation, the olfactory sensation, the 
sensation of colour and the sensation of smell (and so on). This, 
however, cannot be justified on the identity of oriti (=jrane) 
and. vytlimat (=buddhi). (That is, the vgtti-s which are differ- 
ent from one another cannot be ali identical with one and the 
same buddki )' 

(it is to be admitted, therefore, that) the purusa knows fie. 
is the locus of fidna) and not the internal organ. This also 
repudiates the possibility of ‘attention to a different object’ 
(olsayantara-vydsanga) in the case of the internal organ. ‘Arten- 
tion to a different object’ which (amounts to) nothing but the 
cognition of a different object is really a characteristic of the 
purusa and not of the internal organ. If, however, attention 
to a different object is (taken to mean) connection with 
some sense and absence of connection: with some other, it 


‘ean be (admitted to be) a characteristic: of (only an atomic) 


mind (and not of an all-pervasive internal organ). 

(The followers of Sdmkhya maintain) that the internal 
organ is onc and its modifications arc many. (Gautama now 
states their ground justifying) that aytti is identical {with 
buddhi)y— t 

Sūtra 9: (Objéction) Vrizi is (wrongly) characterised to 

be different, just asa piece of crystal is (wrongly) charac- 

terised to be different // 71.2.9 M: 
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Bhasya : (Objection) There is a (wrong) attribution (abhimana) 
of difference to ult. As for instance, a (white) picce of crystal 
when placed near some other substance (of a different colour} 
is characterised as ‘blue’, ‘red’ (and soon). Similarly, (eriti 
is wrongly characterised to be different), beeause of its relation 
with different objects. (That is, »riti-s being forms of cognition 
are not materially different from one another. They appear to 
be different only because the objects they reveal are different 
in cach case.) 

(Answer) ‘No, because there is no ground’ (na, hetoabhaoat). 
There is no ground to establish that, just like the attribution 
of difference to a piece of crystal, the attribution of difference 
to the cognitions (z.e. vyiii-s) also is secondary (gauna, i.e. false) 
and not (primary or real), just like the attribution of difference 
to smell (and the other objects of cognition), 

(Objection) If it be argued that, in the same way, there is 
no ground (to establish that the cognitions differ materially) ? 
(Answer) No, because the successive production and destruction 
of cognitions are observed. It is observed that the cognitions 
of the various objects of the senses are produced as- well as 
destroyed only in succession, It- follows, therefore, that the 
attribution of difference to the cognitions (i.e. vriti-s) is (as 
primary or real) as in the case of the attribution of difference 
to smell (and the other objects. of cognition). (That is, the 
successive production and destruction of the cognitions indicate 
that they are really different from one another). 


Here ends the section on knowledge being non-cternal 
(buddhi-anilyata-prakardna) 


It, ON THE DOCTRINE OF MOMENTARINESS 
Bhasya : Denying (the instance of the previous sútra, viz.) ‘it is 


similar to the wrong attribution of difference to a piece of crys- 
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tal’; the Kganikavadin (i.e. one > who: opa the:momentariness 


of allobjects) says- 
Sūtra 10 : (Objection) There is no ground {for the view: 
that the attribution of difference to a piece of ‘crystal is 
false), because, all the objects being momentary, new* 
pieces of crystal appear every moment, one after ano- 
ther, in apiece of crystal also. (That is, the piece of 
crystal being a new one every moment, the attribution 

of difference.to it is real.) // wii. 2. 10. }/ - 7 
Bhasya : (Objection) The contention, that apiece of crystal 
which continues (to exist as) one (and the same) is wrongly 
characterised—because of the difference of the ‘extraneous 
conditions’ (upadkdna) (e.g. something.naturally red or blue 
situated nearby)—to be different, has no ground for it. ‘Why ? 
Because. in a piece of crystal also, there are produced new 
pieces: of crystal; one after another (in each following moment). 
That js, in the case of a piece of crystal also: soma prototypes 
of it are produced and some prototypes of it-are destroyed (in 
each Successive moment), Why? Because all the objects are 
momentary (ksanika). Moment (ksana) means the minutest 
division of time and the objects having existence for -one 
moment only are all momentary. 

How is it known that all the. objects ,are momentary ? 
Because of the observation of continuous growth and decay in 
the body and the like. There goes ona continuous procéss of 
growth and decay in the-body, asthe essentials of thé food 


taken—being extracted through the process of digestion—are - 


assimilated in the form of blood or the like. From (continuous) 
growth (it ig inferred that) different bodies are produced and 
from (continuous) decay (it i is inferred that) different bodies 
are destroyed. Thus, only from a specific change in- the com- 
ponent (celis) of thè body can its growth in the future time be 


understood. 

‘This (momentariness) which is thus (proved to be) 
‘property of-a specific abject (viz. the body) is to be understood 
(to be so) in the case of each and every object.: 

Sétra 11: (Answer) There being no ground for the rule 
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(that, like the body, every object continuously grows 

and decays), (the nature of an-object) is admitted as ir 

is actually observed to be. // iii, 2.11 }/ . 

Bhasya’: -(Answer) There iso specific rule that, just like the 
body,-alt the objects are characterised by a continuous process 
of growth and decay. Why? Because of the absence of any 
ground, There is neither perception nor inference which 
would prove (the above rule). As such, (the nature of an 
object) is.admitted as itis actually.observed to be. The pro- 
duction of ‘new prototypes, one after another, (in different 
moments) is inferred by the observation of a continuous 
process of growth and decay only in the case of the objects 
which are actually observed to ‘have continuous growth and 
decay, ‘as for instance, in the body ete. (Such production ‘of 
new prototypes), on the other hand, is denied im the case of 
objects where (continuous growth and decay) are not observed, 
as for instance, in the stone etc, 

Ina piece of crystal’ also no continuous process of growth. 
and decay is actually observed. It is, therefore, illogical to 
claim ‘because new pieces of crystal appear every moment, one 
after another, in a piece of crystal also’ etc, This (ie. the 
argument of the Ksanikavadin) is as.absurd as-arguing that the 
pungent taste of an kanda fruit ind.cares that-the taste ofeach 
and every substance is pungent. 

There are some who maintain that momentariness means 
the production—in a continuous stream of substances (7.2, the 
prototypes. ofa substance)—of a ‘completely new prototype’ 
(apitrea) which appears after the ‘complete destruction’ /asesa- 
mrodha) of the preceding prototype and has no connection (with 
the preceding prototype). Their view, however, is— 

Sūtra 12: Not (tenable), becausé the cause for produc- 

tion as well as destruction is observed... // iii. 2. 12° jf . 
Bhasya : The cause for production of the anthill (oalmika) and 
the like is observed to be the accumulation (upacaya)-of. the 
component parts (i.4. the particles of earth) and also, the cause 
for destruction of the jar and the like is observed, to be the 
disjunction of the component parts. 
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However, in the view of one who admits that an object 
‘without having any diminution of its component parts’ (anapa- 
cita-avayava) is destroyed and that an object ‘without having 
any further growth ofits component parts’ (anupacita-avayava) 
is newly produced, no cause can be mentioned for either the 
complete destruction (of the preceding prototype) or the pro- 
duction of a completely new prototype which has no connec- 
tion (with the preeeding. prototype). 

Satra 13 : (Objection) (The non-apprehension of the 

causes for the production and destruction in the case 

of a momentary object) is to be explained just like the 

non-apprehension of the causes for the destruction of 

milk and the production of curd. // iti. 2.13 /) 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as a cause for the destruction of mik 
and a Cause for the production of curd—though not apprehen- 
ded-—are admitted, so also in the case of a piece of crystal and 
its different prototypes (that appear in each following moment), 
a cause for production and a cause for destruction are to be 


1 
i 


admitted (somehow), 

Sitra-I4 : (Answer) (The causes for déstruction of milk 

and production of curd) are known through a probans 

(i.e. inference) and hence it cannot be said that they are 

non-apprehended, jj iii. 2.14 }/ 

Bhasya : (Answer) The cause for destruction of milk has as its 
probans (the effect, viz.) the destruction of milk, and the cause 
for production of curd has as its probans (the ‘effect, viz.) the 
production of curd. They are thus known inferentially and 
hence there is no non-apprehension of them: 

In the, case of objects like a piece of crystal etc, however, 
the opposite is observed. (That is, no cause for destruction and 
production in every moment is observed in the case of a piece 
of crystal etc.) There is no ground to indicate that fin every 
moment) the prototypes of an.object are produced, one -after 
another, and hence itis (better to admit) the absence of (such 
continuous) production {of an object). . 

According to some, the refutation (of the objection in siira 
13 above) is as follows— 
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Sūtra 15 : (Objection) No (i.e..there is actually no des- 

truction of milk when curd is produced), because there 

is either transformation parindma) or ‘emergence of a 

new quality’ (gupantara-pradurbhdva} in milk. j} iii, 2.15 J} 
Bhayya : (Objection) According to some, milk is only trans. 
formed and not destroyed (when curd is produced). Transfor- 
mation means the production of a new essential property in an 
unchanging (avasthita) substance after the disappearance of its 
previous essential property. 

According to others, there only emerge some new qualities 
in milk (when curd is produced). (The emergence of new 
qualities) means the production of certain other qualities in an 
unchanging substance after the disappearance of its previous 
qualities. 

These two views are ‘almost identical. The refutation of 
both is (as follows)— 

Sūtra 16 : (Answer) The destruction of the previous subs- 

tance is inferred by the observation of the production of 

a new substance due to a different’form of arrangement 

(oyiha) (of the component parts). ff iii. 2.16 77 
Bhagya : (Answer) When itis perceived that a new substance 
in the form of curd has been produced due to a different form 
of arrangement of the component parts—z.¢. a ‘peculiar type 
of conjunction (among the parts which occurs after the disinte- 
gration of the milk-particles)’ (sammirchana), it is inferred. that 
the previous substance in the form of milk has been destroyed 
due to the-disjunction of the component parts. As for instance, 
when a new substance in the form of a ‘cooking pot? (sthali) is 
produced due to a different form of arrangement of the carth- 
particles, (it is observed that) the previous substance in the 
form of a lump of clay has been destroyed due to the disjunc- 
tion of the earth- particles. 

Just Hike an earthen (cooking pot), milk and curd also have 
connection with the (ultimate) component parts (i.2, the atoms), 
In the event of there being a complete destruction (of a subs- 
tance), the production of a new substance without having any 
connection (with the ultimate parts) would not be ‘possible: 
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(That is, on the admission that even the atoms or the root- 
causes of a substance are destroyed, no further production of 
any substance due to'a different type of conjunction would-be 
possible. = > 4 Aa ; 

Even admitting (for arguments Saki that the destruction 
of milk and the production: of curd are without causes, (the 
objection raised in sūtra 13 above) can be refuted as follows— 

Sūtra 17 : (Answer) (The instance of milk and curd) is 

‘not valid® (anekanla, literally, irregular), for sometimes 

the cause for destruction is not apprehended, while some: 

times it is apprehended. «jf tit,.2.17 // 

Bhasya » (Answer) That the destruction and production. of the 
prototypes ofa, piece of crysta) etc. are without causes, as in 
the case of milk and curd—does not indicate a valid instance. 
Why ? Because of the absence of a ground. There is no ground 
to prove that the destruction ang production of the prototypes 
of a piece of crystal etc., just like the destruction and produc- 
tion of milk and curd, are. without causes; and not that the 
destruction and production of the prototypes of a piece of crys- 
tal are due to the presence-of the causes for their destruction 
and production, as for instance, a jar is destroyed when the 
cause for. its destruction is present and again, it is prodyced 
when the cause for its production is available. 

Besides, the statement of the instance js without any 
basis. If (continuons) destruction and production in a piece 
of crystal etc. were really observed, (the statements concern- 
ing) the instance—namely, , ‘it js just like the non-apprehen- 
sion: of a'cause for the destruction of milk* or ‘it is just like the 
non-apprehension of a cause for the production of curd’— 
would have been justified. But they (ie. constant destruction 
and production) are not really observed. Hence the statement 
of the instauce is without any basis. 

Moreover, the admission of- continuous production and 
destruction of-a piece of-crysta] necessitates (a reference to an, 
instance) which establishes them and, if such an instance is 
admitted, (the presence of causes for destruction and produc- 
tion) cannot he negated. Asan instance, {the opponent) can 
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admit (no othér instance) except that, just like (the destruction 
and production) ofa jar, the destruction and production of a 
piece of crystal etc. are also not without causes, This. is because 
(such'an instance) cannot be logically refuted. 

-(On the other hand, the opponent’s instance that), just like 
the‘destruction and production of milk and’curd, the destruc- 
tion’ and production (of a piece of crystal) are without causes 
can be logically refuted on ‘the, groin that destruction and 
production are always observed to be due to specific causes. 
Oné perceiving the destruction and production of .miJk and 
curd :(and not perceiving their causes). concludes that their 
causes are to be-inferred, Fora cause has, for its probans an 
effect. > 

Tt is, therefore, justified that buddhi is non-eternal. 


Here ends the section on the doctrine of momentariness 
(ksanabhatga-prakarana) 


Ill. ON KNOWLEDGE BEING A QUALITY OF THE SELF 


Bhasya : It is now to be determined : of the self, the senses, 
the mind and the senses-objects, to'which one does belong the 
quality of knowledge’? Though the matter is wellknown (ie. 
though’ by the critical examination of the self it is clearly esta- 
blished that knowledge is a quality of the self), (Gautama 
resolving ‘I shall make the critical examination (of the prame- 
ya-s) exhaustive’ discusses (the matter here again): 

The said doubt regarding knowledge occurs because (at the 


_ time’of the production of knowledge) contacts are produced 


(among the self, the mind etc.), and also because no specific 
characteristic (dispelling the doubr) is apprehended. 
In this regard, the specific characteristic js as follows— 
Sutra 18 : Knowledge is not a quality of the sense or ‘the 
sensc-object; because knowledge (i.e. recollection) is pro- 
duced even when they are destroyed. // iii. 2.18 // 
Bhdsya : Knowledge is a quality of neither the senseg nor the 
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sense-objects, for knowledge is produced even when they are 
destroyed. Thus, even when the sense or the object has ceased 
to exist, one has the knowledge ‘I saw’. But such knowledge 
cannot be produced, if the knower ceases to exist, (That ‘is, 
the production of knowledge in spite of the absence of the sense 
or the object indicates that rhe knower or the locus of the qua- 
lity of knowledge is a different entity.) 4 

(Objection) The knowledge which is produced from a con- 
tact hetween the sense and the object (i. e. external perception) 
js of a distinct nature, and it is not-produced when the sense 
and the object are destroyed. But the knowledge which is pro- 
duced from a contact between the self and the mind (śe. inter- 
nal perception) is also of a distinct nature and it can be pro- 
duced (even in the absence of the sense and the object). 

(Answer) The knowledge ‘I saw’ is really a piece of recollec- 
tion having for its object something previously perceived. But, 
if the knower ceases to exist, no recollection can be produced 
due to previous perception, for an object perceived by one can- 
not be recollected by some one else. If, however, (to avoid 
the difficulty) the mind is admitted to be the knower (1.2. the 
Jocus of the quality of knowledge) the thesis that the sense and 
the object are knowers can never be put forward. 

Let, then, knowledge be.a quality of the mind. (To this, the 
answer 1s)— 

Satra 19 : Knowledge is not a quality of the mird, be- 

cause the objects of cognition are not apprehended 

simultaneously. ffiti. 2.19 // 
Bhasya : The probans for the internal sense (ie. the mind) is 
the absence of simultaneous cognitions of che objects of know- 
ledge. Knowledge is not a quality of the internal sense the 
existence of which is inferred from the absence of simultaneous 
cognitions of the objects of knowledge. 

What, then, (is the locus of knowledge), ? (Knowledge is a 
quality) of the knower (ie. the agent; that knows) bécause of 
the knower’s independence (vasitva). “The knower is indepen- 
dent (eatin) and the instrument is dependent (vafya) (upon 


the agent), (If it be admitted that) the mind is the locus of 
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knowledge, the mind (itself being the knower)- ceases to he the 
instrument, 

The knowledge of smell etc; is acquired by the knower 
through the instrumentality of (the external) senses like the 
olfactory etc. It is thus inferred that the knowledge of pleasure 
etc. and recollection are acquired by the knower through the 
instrumentality of an internal sense (which is the mind), (That 
is, the mind js thus proved to be only an instrument for inter- 
nal perception.) 

(Even if it be admitted that) the mind when characterised 
by the qualtiy of knowledge (ùe, when assuming the role of the 
knower) is denoted by the term diman and the same when 
(assuming the role of) the internal instrument is denoted by the 
term manas, there would be a difference only in terminology 
and nota difference in the actual order of things. (That is, 
there is no denying the fact that the agent that knows is some- 
thing different from the instrument that Icads to knowledge.) 

Or, the particle#a (in the sútra) signifies ‘(knowledge is not 
a quality of the mind), because the different objects of cogni- 
tion are apprehended simultaneously by a yogin? After attain- 
ing ‘superhuman powers’ (yddht), a yogin who acquires cxtra- 
ordinarily powerful instruments of knowledge may construct for 
himself different bodies with the various sense-organsin them 
and (with those bodies) may apprehend different objects of 
Cognition simultaneously. Such (simultaneous apprehension) 
can be justified only if the knower is all-pervasive, and not if 
(the knower be) the mind which is atomic in magnitude (and 
canriot come in contact with the different senses at the same 
moment), : 

Even if the mind be all-pervasive, it is not disproved that 
knowledge is a quality of the self. To explain, (the opponent 
may admit that) the mind which is the internal sense is all- 
pervasive in magnitude. But, then, because of its conjunction 
with all the senses at the same moment, the cognitions (in the 
case of an ordinary person even) would be produced simul- 
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taneously. 
Sūtra 20 : (Objection) It (i.e. the ‘absurdity of the pro- 
` duction of, -simultaneous cognitions) i is equally possible, 
even if knowledge be a quality of the self. jp iii. 2. 20 7} 
Bhasya : (Objection) The self being all-pervasive is conjoined 
with. all the senses at the samme moment and‘hence, ‘there is the 
absurdity of the production of simnitaneous cognitions. - 
Satra 2h: (Answer) Cognitions are not produced simul- `- 
taneously because of the absence of the. contact between 
the- mind and the-senses. J} i, 2.21 Jf 
Bhasya :!(Answer) Just like the sense-object contact, the con- 
tact of the mind (with the senses) too isia cause for the percep- 
tion of smell and the like. Such a contact is non-simultaneous, 
for the mind is atomic in magnitude. Thus, because ‘of the 
non-simultaneity of this-contact, the cognitions—in spite of 
being the quality of the self—are not produced simultaneously. 
Why not admit.that knowledge is produced only from the 
contact among the self, the senses and the objects (and there 
is no necessity of a contact of the mind with the sense)? (To 
this, Gautama says)~ —- iii ; 
.Stilra 22 : No (i.e, the above-contention does not stand), 
because no proof (kérana) for the production (of know- 
ledge without a.contact between the mind and the 
senses) has been stated. J} iii. 2, 22 // 
Bhisya: Iris merely stated that knowledge is produced only 
from contacts among the self, the senses and the objects. But 
no proof for the production of knowledge (without a contact 
between: the mind and the senses) -has been stated, so that one 
can understand it (ze. the opponent's position). 
Sutra 23: (Objection) If the catise-for the destruction 
of knowledge is net apprehended, (knowledge i is to be 
- sadmitted as) remaining-(always). As such, there- would 
follow the absurdity that knowledge is eternal. 
jf iti. 2.23) 
Bhasya: (Objection) The present stra joins itself with (sata 20 
above, viz.) ‘it is equally possible, even if knowledge be a 
quality of the self’. (That is, just like sūtra 20, the persent 


one). 


Nyf@ya-sOtra in, 2.25 235. 


sila too is an objection against the view that knowledge. is a 
quality of the self.) - 

The cause for the destruction e" a quality is twofold, 
namely, the destruction of the substratum in which the quality 
inheres and the production of a quality opposed (to the existing 
one). The first one is not possible (in the case of knowledge), 
for the self.(which is the substratum) is eternal. Nor is. there 
perceived,(in the self) any quality which is opposed: to know- 
ledge. Therefore, if knowledge be a quality of the self, there 
would follow the absurdity that knowledge is eternal. 

Sutra 24 : (Answer) Knowledge is ascertained to be non= 

eternal and hence (it is admitted that} one piece of 

knowledge is destroyed by another pieceof knowledge, 

as in-the case of the.quality of sound. j/ iii. 2.24 // 
Bhasya : (Answer) The fact’ that knowledge is non-eternal is 
internally perceived by all living beings. It is observed that 
the different pieces of kriawledge are produced in a series, 
Ir is thus inferred that, in the series, one piece (i.e. the prece« 
ding) of knowledge has for a quality opposed’to itself another 
(i.e. the succecding) picce of knowledge; as for instance, ina 
series of sounds, one sound (viz. each preceding one) is oppo- 
sed (i.e. destroyed) by another sound (viz.-each succeeding 


All the innumerable reminiscent impressions. which are 
produced by the different cognitions and are (the special) 


` causes of the different pieces of recollection inhere in the self 


(at the same moment). The contact between the self and-the 
mind—which is the common cause of recollection (and all other 
forms of knowledge) ís also always present. Thus, if know- 
ledge be a quality of the self, there. being uo non-simultaneity 
of the cause (i.e. the special as well as the common Causes of 
recollection being -present at the same moment), all the pieces 
of recollection (about different objects) should appear -simul- 
taneously. 

To justify the non-simultaneity of the contact (s0 that the 
above absurdity does not arise), some say— 

Sūtra 25 : The pieces of recollection are not produced 
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simultaneously, because 4 piece of recollection is duc to 

a contact of the mind with that part /pradeia) of the self 

in which the impression (jfidna, Kterally, knowledge), 

inheres. // iti, 2. 25 J) 
Bhasya : The word jf#ana here refers (in a secondary sense), to 
the reminiscent impression produced ;by jana. The mind 
(being atomic in magnitude) is conjoined—successively (and 
not simuleancously)—with the different parts of the self in 
which the different reminiscent impressions (produced by cogni- 
tions} inhere. Thus, because. of (successive) contacts between 
the mind and the self, the pieces of recollection also are pro- 
duced in succession. 

Siitra 26: No (ie. the answer given in the previous sitra 

is not correct), because (so long as one lives) the mind 

remains located inside the body (and cannot move out 

of it). jf iii. 2,26 }/ l 
Bhasya : The living state is admitted to be (the presence of) the 
conjunction of the mind with the self as endowed with a body 
—when (the conjunction is also) accompanied by ‘merits and 
demerits’ (karmdsaya=-dharma-adharma) which arè yielding their 
results. Thus, until death, the mind which is located inside 


the body cannot.be conjoined with the different parts of the 


self lying outside the body tn which the different reminiscent 
impressions produced by cognitions inhere. 

Sutra 27. (Objection) (The ground mentioned in the 

previous siira, viz. because the mind remains located 

inside the body) is not.a valid ground, because (the fact, 

mentioned as the ground) is yet to be proved. 

Ji tiie. 27 j) 

Bhasya< (Objection) The living state is (to be defined) only (as 
the presence of) merits and demerits that are yielding their re- 
sults, Thus, it is yet to be proved that (30 long as one lives) the 
mind remains located inside the body. 

Sutra 28 : (Answer) It cannot be denied (that during 

the living state the mind remains located inside the 

body), for it is observed that the body of a person who 

recollects holds on. }/ iii. 2. 28 }} 
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Bhasya : (Answer) A person intending to recollect an object 
may concentrate his mind and recollect the object after a long 
time. It is, however, observed that, while he recollects, his 
body holds on. An ‘internal effort’ (prayatna) which is produ- 
ced by a contact between the self and the mind is of two kinds + 
what causes to hold on (dhdrakz) and what incites to action 
(preraka). If the mind (is supposed to) move outside the body, 
there would be no internal effort that causes to hold on. Thus, 
the body of the person who recollects would fall to the ground 
because of its heavy weight. 

Sūtra 29: (Objection) It is not so (ie. the body does not 

fall to the ground even when the mind leaves it}, becau- 

se the mind has very swift movement. //iii. 2.297) 

Bhagya : (Objection) The mind can mave very swiftly. It is 
quite possible for the mind to perform both the functions—(i) to 
come in contact with those parts of the self which lie outside 
the body and are the loci ofthe impressions produced by cog- 
nitions and (ii) to return immediately to the body to produce 
an internal effort (that causes the body to hold on.) 

Or, (it may be said that) the mind moves aut of the body 
only after producing an interna! effort that would cause the 
body to hold on and hence, it is observed (that the body) holds 
on (in spite of the absence of the mind). 

Sutra 30 : (Answer) No (i.e. the argument that the body 

holds on because of the swift movement of the mind does 

not stand), because there is no specific rule as to the 

amount of time (taken by the act of). recollection. 

jiii. 2.30// 

Bhasya : (Answer) Some object is recollected in a moment, and 
some after a long period. When an object is recollected after a 
Jong period, one intending to recollect concentrates the mind 
and’ there follows a series of different pieces of recollection. 
Thus, after the specific mark of some object is rightly recalled, 
(the mark) becomes a cause of the recollection (of that object). 
Yo such a case, the mind being out of the body for a long time, 
‘it becomes impossible (for the body to hold on), 

A conjunction between the self and the mind—if indepen- 
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dent of a. conjunction with the: “‘body—-cannot be the cause of 
recollection, because the body isthe locus through which (the 
self has) experiences (upabhoga). To. explain, the body of the 
person who knows is the locus through which (the self) experi- 
ences (pleasure, pain etc), A'‘mere conjunction of the self with 
the mind which has moved outof the body cannot produce. (the 
qualities of) knowledge, pleasure etc, (in the self). (If the pro- 
duction of ‘knowledge etc.) be possible (even in the absence of 
the body), the body would be redundant. 

Sūtra 3/ : (Some maintain.that) the peculiar conjunction 

(of the mind” with the self) cannot’ occur (outside the 

body), because it can be due to neither’an.urge (prerana) 

from the self’ nor accident (yadyechi) nor consciousness 

(jmaia), ji. 2.31] 

Bhasya : Which one {of the: following three)—(i).an-urge frora 
the self, (ii) accident or mere chance and (iii) consciousness of 
mind—is the cause of the mind’s peculiar conjunction with the 
self outside the body ? «(Such a conjanction) can be explained 
by none (of the above causes). ‘Why:? (i) Because (the object 
is} yet to be recollected, (ii) because recollection is due to the 
will of the knower and (iii) because consciousness of the mind 
is. impossible. 

(i) If (it:is assumed that, while recollecting an object), the 
self first discerns that, ‘the. impression which js the cause of 
recollection of this particular object inheres in this particular 
part of the self and henée. Jet the mind have: conjunction with 
it’ and thys urges the mind (to move out), the object would be 
one already recollected (smyt2) and not one ‘yet to be recollect- 


ed’ (smartavya). (That is, the object would’be recollected even 


before the mind is urged to move out:) 

Neither a part of the self nor an impression can be perceiv- 
ed by the self; it cannot be logically justified that they-are 
internally known by the self. (That is, it cannot also be claim- 
ed that the self urges the mind to move out, after perceiving the 
imbpression and the part of the self in which it inheres,) 

(ii) (It is observed that) one being moved by the desire for 
recollecting concentrates one’s mind and finally recollects the 
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: oes 
object after a long time and not that (one recollects an object). 
accidentally. (It cannot therefore be claimed that the mind 
moves out by mere chance.) 

(vii) The mind has no consciousness, for the consciousness 
of the mind has already been refuted;. Such a refutation, how- - 
ever, is— 

Sätra 32: Equally Applicable to the case of thé conjunc: ` 

tion (of the mind with the self) which is the cause of 

pain in the foot of a person who has his mind turned to’ 

some other „Object. jjiii. 2.32// 

Bhāşpa: Itis to be admitted that, when, i insome placè, a person 
with his mind turned:to some gther object feels pain in the foot 
due to a ‘chip of stone’ (Sarkard) ‘or a thorn, there occurs a 
specific conjunction between the self and the mind, for the 
production of pain and the sensation of pain are both observed 
there. The refutation (given in the previous sūtra) is applica-. 
ble to this (form of conjunction) also. 

‘There would þe- no difference {even admitting that the con- 
junction) is due to accident, for neither movement nor conjun+ 
tion can-occur merely by chance. 

(Objection) If it be argued that the cause of movement is 
ady3fa which is produced by action and is the cause of the ex- 
perience (of pleasure or pam) ? (Answer) It may be similarly 
applied. (Objection explained) It may be argued that the 
cause of movement in the mind- is adrsfa which is produced by 
action, resides in the self and is the cause of the self’s experien- 
ce (of pleasure or pain). (Answer explained) It can be similar- 
ly applied, i.e. (it may be explained that) the peculiar conjun- 
tion’(of the mind with the self occurring outside the body) is 
due to the presence of the cause for recollection (viz. a peculiar 
adrsta). = 
Thus, the statement ‘that the peculiar conjuction cannot 
occur (outside the body), because it can be due to neither an 
urge from the self nor accident nor consciousness’ is nota pro- 
per refutation. The proper refutation is the one mentioned 


‘earlier (in stra 26 above) : ‘no, because the mind remains loca- 


ted inside the body’. 
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But, then, what is the cause of the absence of simultaneous 
| recollections in spite of the simultaneous presence of the causes 
| (viz. the different reminiscent impressions and ‘the conjunction 


SIEL ee 


of the mind with the self)? (To this, it is said)— 
Sūtra 33 : The absence of simultaneous recollections is 
| due to the absence'of simultaneity of (the other causes 
| like) concentration of mind, knowledge of a distinct 
mark and so on. }/ iii. 2.33 J} 
| Bhasya : Justas the conjunction of the mind with the self and 
the impressions are the causes of recollection, so also are the 
| concentration of mind, the knowledge of a distinct mark (af the 
| object to be recollected) ete, These (other causes) do`not 
| appear simultaneously and the recollections are not produced 


if be similar to intuitional knowledge because of the non-appre- 
i ; hension of the cause of recollection. In a series of recollections 
Diba. where the objects (to be recollected) are many in number, some 
one of them (viz. a specific mark of the object to be recollected) 
is the cause of the recollection of someone else (viz. the parti- 
‘cular object sought to be recollected)—i.¢. the recollection of 
the former leads to the recollection of the latter. It is not that 
the person who recollects also ascertains all the causes of re- 
collection in the form ‘my recollection is due to these causes’, 


Thus, because of the non-apprehension of the cause one wrong- 


EET 
p e . simultaneously due to the non-simultaneity of causes. 
f " at" (Objection) There would be an absurdity of simultaneity in 
mh the case of those recollections which, like sintittional knowledge’ 
| Giese (pratibha-jndna), ate independent of concentration of mind etc, 
cam (It is observed that) sometimes recollection is produced, just 
af a like intuitional knowledge, independent of concentration of 
ine mind etc. It is possible that (such pieces of recollection) would 
f (> sometimes appear simultancously, for (the non-simultaneous) 
f 1 causes of recollection are absent (1.2. not required) there. 
ya (Answer) Recollection is sometimes wrongly considered to 
‘ 
) 


ly thinks “ihis piece of recollection is similar to intuitional 


knowledge.’ In fact, there is no recollection which is indepen- 
dent of (other causes) like concentration of mind ete. 
(Objection) Why is were no simultaneity in the case of ) 
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intuitional knowledge itself? (Answer) The rule is as in the 
case of experiencing (upabhoga) (pleasure or pain) resulting from 
a specific adysfa of a person. (Objection explained) Why is it 
that intuitional knowledge (which is independent of causes like 
concentration òf mind etc.) isnot produced simultaneously ? 
(Answer explained) Just as adysf2 which is the cause for (a 
person's) experiencing (pleasure or pain) does not lead to ail 
those experiences simultaneously, so also the specific form of 
adrsia of a.person. which isthe cause of intuinonal knowledge 
docs not produce numerous pieces of intyitional knowledge 
simultaneously, (Thar is, it is observed that, in spite of their 
simultaneous presence in the ‘self, the different forms of adysta 
produce the sensations of pleasure and pain only in succession. 
Similar is the case of intuitional knowledge, ) 

(Objection) (The above argument) is not logical, for there 

is no ground, (Answer) No, because an instrument of know- 
‘ledge is able to produce knowledge only in succession. (Objec- 
tion explained) If it be contended that the statement ‘the rule 
is as in the case of experiencing (pleasure or pain)’ refers only 
to an instance, but there is no ground (to substantiate it) ? 
(Answer explained) No (i.e: such a contention is not possible), 
because an instrument of knowledge is capable of producing 
knowledge only in succession. (It is observed that) simultane- 
ous cognitions are produced in respect of neither the same object 
nor the different objects. From this observed fact—that the 
cognitions are produced in succession—it is inferred that such 
capability (of producing knowledge in succession) belongs to 
the instrument, and not to the knower (i.¢. the self), because a 
yogin having extraordinarily powerful instruments of knowledge 
(iz. sense-organs) shay acquire cognitions simultaneously thro- 
ugh his different bodies (which he may assume in order to 
destroy the fruits of action in a shorter period). 

(The argument of sitra 25 above) may also be refuted by a 
different ground : there would be the absurdity of the recollec- 
tion of many objects being simultaneously produced, because 
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of the inherence of smany. cognitions (and the impressions pro- 
duced by them) in the:same part ofithe self as delimited by the 
body, . To explain, in some part. of the knower {or the self ). as 
délimited by the body there.constantly.occur different forms of 


- conjunctions: with the. senses: and” the objects,(and’the various 
onj a't j 


cognitions (due:to these conjunctions as well as the.impressians 
produced by:the cognitions inhere in the Same part of the self.) 
Thus, when the mind gèts conjoined with:that part (in which 
many impressions inhere); why: should not there: be the simy]ta- 
neous recollections of the different objects previously perceived, 
for the: mind has conjunction with’ that part not in ‘puccession 
(but. simultaneously) ? vs eh Bakes 

(Objection) The refutation of the ariin of. péesites: 
tions is not justified, for the different parts of the self actually 
represent one and the same substance (viz. the self) and there 
is no difference in the inherence of the cognitions.in -the same 
substance (vig. the self). Teia ' D: 

(Answer) ‘In the case of a series of sounds, A Aadi ig seed 
due to its connection with the seat of the auditory sense (7.¢. 
the particular sound which originates in the ear-hole). In the 
same way, there is no absurdity of the simullaneous production. 
of recollection, for recollection is produced only when the mind 
is accompanied by the co- a fest ala of. impressions (viz.. 
concentration of mind. etc). 

{Gautama in the present’ sdira- bibs already. established) 
‘through ‘the refutation of the opponent that in spite of the 
inherence of many cognitions in the same part of the self, there 
is. no absurdity óf simultanieous-recollection (in Gautama’s own 
view). 

~: -According to some philosophers, ‘knowledge’is a, property. of 
the self, while desire, aversion, internal effort, pleasure. and 
pain are'the properties of the internal organ. This viéw.-is 
refuted (as follaws)— >. ee i 
Sitra 34.7 (Desire and aversion are thé properties of the © 
= knower), » because exertion .(drambha) and . ‘absence of 
exertion’ (ntvri?) are respectively due to the knower’s 
desire and aversion. /} iii. 2. 34 Jj 
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Bhésya.: The knower first determinés (the nature ofan objèct) è 
‘it would cause me pleasure’ or ‘it .would cause me pain’. 
Ascertaining thus, the self strives to attain what is the cause of 
pleasure and strives to, avoid what is the cause of pain. Exer- 
tion is.the peculiar effort—onsthe part of. one led by the desire. 
of attainment—fér the attaihment of what produces -pleasure. 

Absence of cxertion is the shunning by one led’ by the desire of 
shunning—of what produces pain. 

Fhus, it follows that peered, tiinas internal effort, 
aversion, pleasure and pain’ are all related to‘ (i.e. the proper? 
ties of) one and the same substance and:that knowledge, desire 
and exertion have one cammon agent ds well as one common 
substratum (which. is the self).: Therefore, desire, aversion, 
internal -effort,-pleasure.and pain are (proved to be) the proper- 
ties of the knower and not of an unconscious (internal organ). 

Exertion and absence of exertion are directly known in 
the case of one’s own self On its basis, (the same) are to be 
ascertained through inference in respect of the selves of other 
persons. 

‘In this context, the Bhitacaitanyavadin (ie. one who admits 
the consciousness of material elements) says— 

Sutra 35 : (Objection) The probantia for the inference of 

desire and aversion are (exertion and its absence): As 

such, (consciousness) cannot. be» denied to the’ -bodies 

made of earth-etc, j} til. 2-35-77 
Bhäsya : (Objection) Desire and aversion have for-their pros: 
bantia respectively exertion and its absence. Thus, it follows 
that knowledge as well as désire and .aversion all belong 10. 
what is characterised by exertion and tts absence., Exertion: 
and its absence are observed to exist in the bodies—made of 
earth, made of water, made of fire and made of air. As such,,. 
they must be characterised by désire, aversion and knowledge; 
and also be the:loci of consciousness. 

Sūtra $6: (Answer) «(Consciousness does not. belong to 
the body), because exertion or its absence ir observed: 
even in the case of an axe etc» // iii. 2. 36 // 


“Bhagya : (Answer) Consciousness docs not belong to the body, 
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If it be argued that the body is characterised by desire, aver- 
sion and. -knowledge—because exertion and its absence are 
observed in it, it would as well be aie ie that consciousness 
belongs. to instruments. like the axe etc.) for exertion and its 
absence are observed also in them. i 

Again, if it be said that on the ‘basis of exertion or its 
absence the relation (t.e. presence) of desire etc. is proved in the 
body only; and exertion or its absence does not invariably 
point'to (the presence of desire etc.) in the case of instruments 
like the axe etc., the statement ‘the bodies—made of carth, 
made of water, made of fire and made of aii-—are characterised 
by desire, aversion and knowledge, because ‘exertion and its 
absence are observed to exist in them’ does not represent a 
valid ground. (in short, the presence or absence of mere 
physicat action is not a valid ground for the inference of con- 
sciousness.) 

(Objection) Let then (the implication of the previous silra, 
viz.) ‘the probantia for the inference of desire and aversion are 
fexertion and its absence); and as such, consciousness cannot 
be denied to the bodies made of earth ete.’ be interpreted in a 
different way (as follows), Exertion (arambha) in the case of 
material elements like earth etc. (ie. the atoms of earth etc. 
which constitute the body) means a specific form of activity 
(pravrtti) which is inferred through the probans—viz. the pecu- 
liar conjunction of the component parts (ie. the atoms)-—in 
the bodies of beings moving (trasa) as well as stationery 
(sthivara). Absence of exertion is the absence of the specife 
form of activity, as in the case of a piece of stone etc. in which 
the above probans (viz. the peculiar conjunction of the atoms) 
is absent. Thus, exertion and its absence (as described above) 
are the probantia for the inference of desire and aversion. 
Such exertion and its absence being observed in the atoms of 
earth ete., the connection (ie, presence) of desire and aversion 
too is proved in them and (from the presence of desire and 
aversion) is proved the presence of knowledge in them. It is, 
therefore, established that consciousness belongs to material 


elements. 
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(Answer) The above (does not indicate) a valid ground, for 
(desire or aversion) is not apprehended in the jar etc. To ex- 
plain, from the peculiar conjunction of the carth-particles cons- 
tituting the jar etc., exertion in the form of a specific activity 
is inferred in them also, and (from the absence of a peculiar 
conjunction leading to the formation of a compact body), 
absence of exertion—1.2. the absence of a specifie activity—is 
inferred in the sand-particles, Still, it is never admitted that 
‘earth or sand ìs characterised by desire, aversion, internal 
effort and knowledge, because cxertion and its absence are 
observed to exist in them.’ Therefore, the ground mentioned 
by the.expression tat-lingatodd icchd-doesayoh (i.e. sūtra 35 above) 
is not a valid one. 

Sutra 37 : The special characteristics (of desire and aver- 

sion) are “presence of a rule” (niyama) and ‘absence of a 

rule’ fantyama), }] tii. 2.37 ]} 

Bhasya : The special—ie. distinguishing—characteristics of 
desire and aversion are persence of a rule and absence ofa rule. 
Exertion and its absence which are due to the knower’s desire 
and aversion do not reside in their own (1.2. of desire and aver- 
sion) substratum. What then is (the substratum of exertion and 
its absence)? Their substratum is what is employed (prapojpa) 
{as the means). (As for instance, in the. act of cutting, the desire 
inheres in the self of the person and the exertion in the form of 
upward and downward movement inheres in the axe.) Thus, 
exertion and its absence exist only in the material elements (i <. 
objects) which are-employed, and not everywhere. Hence the 
absence of rule (regarding the-occttrrence of exertion or its 
absente and desire or aversion) is justified. 

Presence of rule is possible in the view of one (viz. the Bhi- 
tacaitanyavadin) according to which, the material elements 
being themselves conscious, exertion and its absence which are 

~due to desire and aversion reside in their own (ie, of desire and 
aversion) substratum (viz. the body). 

It is observed, in the case óf material elements in general, 
that the material elements are characterised by exertion (in the 


form of downward movement) due to some other quality (viz. 
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heaviness) and they are characterised-by the absence of exertion 
(iè. the absence of the said movement) when the quality (viz. 
heaviness) is made ineffective. ’ In the same way, exertion and 


its..absence which are due to knowledge, desire and aversion 


should: also reside in their own substratum, viz. material èle- 
ment in general. This is; however, not actually so. It is, there- 
fore, proved that knowledge, desire, aversion atid internal effort 
are located in the employer (iz: the knower or the self); while 


éxertion and its absence are located in‘what is employed (as 


the means). 

There is no ground: for the multiplicity. of knowers in the 
same body. In the view of.the Biitacaitanyavadin, would not 
there be many knowers in the same body, for thé numerous 
material elements (1.2. the atoms in the body) are all characteri- 


sed by the qualities-of knowledge, desire, aversion and internal 


effort ? There is no ground in favour of one who answers in. 
the affirmative. ` The existence of different knowers in different 
bodies is (admitted) because of .a specific rule regarding the 
location ‘of the qualities of knowledge etc. (fe. the rule that 
cach knower experiences only his own pleasure, pain etc.) (If 
a single body is sought to be proved asa locus of many knowers 
or selves), such a specific rule regarding the location of the 
qualities of knowledge etc.—whichsindicates the multiplicity of 
knowers—is to be admitted in the case of: a'single body also- 
(That is, it is to be admitted that each part of the samie body. 
has.its own pleasure, pain ete.” ‘This:is, however, not possible 


‘and hence it cannot be claimed that the same body has many 


knowers.) 

It is observed that the particular ‘exertions of the material 
elements are’due to.the quality of something else, and this is a 
ground.for inference in other cases. alsó: ‘To explain, it is ob- 
served that inthe case of material objects like the axe etc: 
which are used as instruments and the clay-ete., which are used 
as.material causes, the particular exertions are-dut to the qua- 
lity of something else.- This (observed fact) is the ground for 
the inference of (exertions being due to the quality of something 
else) even in other cases of bodies, moving and stationary. (It 
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is.thus established that) the.particular exertions of the material 
objects—inferred from the: peculiar conjunctions of their com- 
ponent parts—are duc to the quality of something else. (That 
is, from the instance of the axe etc.; it is inferred. that the phy- 
sical exertions of the body too are.due to the urge. of something 
else, which is nothing but the conscious self) : 

- This quality (of something -else which is the cause of physi- - 
ea] exertions in the body) is the impression, known.as (dharma) 
and adharma, which co-exists with ‘internal effort’ (prayatna) -(i.¢. 
exists in the self), is a cause for all actions and, just like internal 
effort, is required for the attainment of all human ends. 

‘Itis.to.be noted that (the doctrine of.).the consiousness of 
the wiaterial elements is refuted also by the proofs for the exis- 
tence of the self as well as the proofs: for the eternality: of the 
self. “Besides, the sara (i.e: siira 18 above), viz. ‘knowledge is 
not a quality of the sense or the sense-object, because knowledge 
(i.e. recollection) is produced even when they are destroyed’ is 
also directed against the same (doctrine). 

When (the ‘Bhitacaitanyavadin) claims, (as in sitra, 35. 
above), that the probantia for the inference of desire and ayet- 
sion are (exertion and its absence), and as such, consciousness 
cannot be denied to the bodies made of earth ete., (he-wrong- 
ly} considers exertion and its absence to-be mere physical mov- 
ement and its cessation. But, as has been stated, these exertion 
and absence of'exertion are actually of a different kind [viz, a 
specific form of purposive action: leading to thé attainment or 
the avoidancexof an object]. Such exertion and its absence, 
however, are nat-observed in earth étc.-and, therefore, it is 
illogical to claim’ that ‘the: probantia for the inference of desire 
and'aversion are [exertion and, its absence], and as such, con- 
sciousness cannot be denied to the bodies made of earth etc.’ 

(In the following sūtra), the mind is mentioned. only as-an 
instance and’ it equally negates (the: presence of consciousness) 
in the material elements, the sensey and the mind. “Thus— 

Sutra 38 : Consciousness is nota property of the mind 

(the senses and the material elements)—(i) because of 

the ‘grounds already mentioned’ (yathokta-hetu),; (ii) be- 
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cause of ‘being subordinated) (paratanirya) and (iii) beca- 

use of ( the absurdity of ) the ‘attaiment of results of 

actions not perfermed' (akrit-abhyagama). /fiii. 2.38) 
Bhagya : (i) By ‘grounds already mentioned’ is meant here (the 
whole discussion) made already (on the nature of the self ) star- 
ting from (Nyaya-sutra 1. 1.10, viz.) ‘the probantia for the infer- 
ence of the self are desire, aversion, internal effort, pleasure, 
-pain and knowledge’. And this discussion negates the possibi- 
lity of consciousness in the materia] elements, the senses and the 
mind. 

(ii) Becausé of being subordinated the: material elements, 
the senses and the mind are led—because of the internal effort 
of the self—to the acts of ‘holding on’ (dharana), urging (prera- 
na) and ‘constituting something’ /syzha), only when they are 
subordinated (and not out of their own free will). Had they 
been really characterised by consciousness, they would have 
been able 10 act independently, 

(iii) Because of (tbe absurdity of) the attainment of results 
of actions not performed : activity (pravriti) is (defined to be) 
exertion through speech, mind and body (WVpaya-sdira i. 1.17). 
If the materia) elements, the senses and the mind are (admitted 
to be) conscious (and thereby to be the agents of the different 
activities producing pleasure and pain), it would lead ro the 
absurd position that the self experiences the results of actions 
which are performed by. somcone else (viz. the mind etc.). On 
the other hand, if the mind etc, are admitted to be unconscious, 
it can be logically justified that the self{—having the mind etc. 
as the instruments-—experiences the results of its own actions. 

Now (Gautama) sums up, his discussion on what has (so 
long) been established (viz. the thesis that knowledge is a qua- 
lity of the self ). 

Sira 39 : (Knowledge is proved to bea quality of the 

self) by a residual (parisesa) inference and also because 

ofthe justifiability (upapatii) of the ‘grounds already 

mentioned’ (yathokia-hetu). jiti. 2.39} 

Bhasya : It follows from the context (that the thesis to be estab- 
lished is) knowledge is a- quality of the self. A residual infere- 
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nce means the definite (inferential) knowledge resting on the 
residual, when the other possible alternatives are eliminated 
and there is no possibility of its being relevant for other cases, 
Thus, when the presence of knowledge is disproved in the mate- 
rial elements, the senses and the mind, and in the case of other 
substances (viz. akdta, kala and atk) it isknown to be irrelevant 
the self alone remains. It is, therefore, concluded that ibe 
ledge is a quality of the self. 

‘And also because of the justifiability of the grounds already 
mentioned’ means ‘because the grounds proving a self (as dis- 
tinct from the senses etc.)—viz. because of the 4pprehension of 
the same object through the visual as well as the tactual senses 
(Nyāya-sütra iti, 1.1) etc.—cannot be refuted’. (Gautama) men- 
tions the expression — jathokta-hetu-upapatti to indicate the above 
residual inference as well as the fact that (the thesis) in the 
present context (viz. knowledge is a quality of the self) is alrea- 
dy established (by the foregoing critical examination of the self). 

Or, the word upapatti is to be taken as referring toa differ- 
ent ground, (which ìs explained as follows}. The self is cternal 
for the same self, after performing some virtuous acts and fas 
ing its previous body assumes a different one in heaven among 
the gods; or the same self, after perfurming some sinful acts and 
leaving the previous body goes down to hell and assumes a 
different body. Thus, upapatti which means ‘assuming a diffe- 
rent body’ can be justified only if the existence of an eterna] 
self (is admitted). It cannot be justified (by the Buddhist view 
admitting) only a continuous stream of momentary conscious- 
ness not characterised by (a permanent self), for there would 
be no basis (t.e. a permanent entity that may be said to assume 
different bodies at different times). 

Moreover, ‘worldly existence’ (:amsara) which means connec- 
tions with different bodies {at different births) having the 
same self as the basis, and liberation or final freedom which 
means the annihilation of all (the self’s connections) with differ- 
ent bodies can both be justified (only on the admission of a 
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tion said to belong tothe self alone)? Because its very nature 
is constituted by the faculty of knowing. The faculty of know- 
ing (in the three times) is the essential property—the specific 


permanent self ). If on the other hand, only a continuous 
stream of momentary consciousness is admitted, no single con- 


scious entity can be logically said to last (for more than one h on BE z 
; : , s 9 charactersiic—of the it i } i 
moment), As such, there would be none (iz. no conscious self, for it is the same self that ‘knows’, 


agent ot self)avho. would ygo. overiva TEANA (ie. would last ‘will know’ and ‘knew’. Thus, the same self is yelàted to diffe.’ 


7 during the long period of'worldly existence) and, again, there aa ee om pees eee ere ee 
That the same self is characterised by knowledge occurring 


would be none to acquire. ‘final freedom through the annihila- i : ; 

tion of all connections with different bodies. Worldly existence = ibe sais > a a aes apprehended by every living be- 
and liberation would thus remain unjustified. (That is, a piece ve B selain ae his own self {in thts form) ‘I shall know’ or 
of momentary consciousness.can be neither connected with nor Eo wae hinen: Thus, spomalection also must belong to 
disconnected from d fferent bodies. and hence to explain the sei Seagal view essential: property, (te. the faculty of knowing) 
facts of worldly existence and liberation a permanent'self is:to : and woe inc Aes Mia or momentary comscious- 
E i 4 ness not characterised by a permanent self. 


be admitted.) } ay 4 
M , 3 y t has been said (i it 
Further, if only a continuous stream of momentary consci- spy ee ee (in atta 33 above) that the absence of 
simultaneous recollections is due to the absence of simultaneity 
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mS ay ousness is admitted, the activities of all the various living beings eth i 8 a 
F fs 5 ; TESK ofthe causes of recollection. ? - ; 
i i can be neither recalled fapratisamhitā) nor ‘dissimilar to one PIR i iiy 3 ut,.what-are the causes for the 
iial a 4 eee ee roduction of re ion ? i ’ 
Ì another’ (avpdertia) nor ‘brought to completion’ (aparinistha), P collection ? (To this, Gantama says that) 


cee hee i i z recollection is— 
for recollection is not possible in the caseʻof such a stream—it 


is not what is perceived by one is recollected by someone else. 
fron, Recollection is a (later mental} cognition—on the part of the 
same knower—of an object previously known and is of the form 


Sūtra 41°: Due to—concentration (pranidhana), being con- 
tained: in the same composition. (nibandka), repeated 
occurrence (abhydsa), an inferential matk (tiga), an indi- 
cative sign (laksana), similarity (s@drya), acquisition 


We n| ‘I previously apprehended this object of cognition’. Thus, < 

i p y app j g $ har 

+s a when one and the same knower mentally apprehends an object thai a), a person Sa eet (asrapa), à person who is 
‘>. previously: perceived, the mental apprehension of the object is ed /ātriza), some specific relation (sambandha), succession 


(ānantarya), separation. (viyoga), being an agent of the 
same work (ekakdrya), opposition (virodha), excellence 
(attsaya), gift (prapii), container (eyavadhana), pleasure 
(sukha), pain (dukkha), desire (tcchd), aversion (dvesa), 
‘fear (bhaya), being in need of some object (arthitva), 
effect (kriyd), attachment (raga), merit (dharma) and 
demerit (adharma), jf iti, 2.41 J] : 
Bhasya : Pranidhana is concentrating the mind for the purpose 
of recollection or deeply thinking over some mark of the object 
sought to be recollected, and it is a cause of recollection, 
Nibandha is a compilation of different topics into the same 
composition. The different topics compiled in the same work 
lead to the recollection of one another in either. the order they 


7, called recollection. It, however, cannot be justified on the 
Pedy, - admission of only a continuous stream of momentary conscious 
i" ness not characterised by a permanent self. , 
` Satra 40 : Recollection (smarana) also belongs to the self 
only (tu), because the very essentjąl nature of the self is 
the faculty of knowing (in the present, past and future 
times). ///iii, 2.40// 
Bhasya : The expression ‘is justified’ (upapadyaie) (is to be added 
to the.sitva). (Thus,-the meaning: would be : recollection is 
justified to be a quality of the self alone etc.).” 
Recollection belongs to the self only and not to a mere con- 
tinuous stream of momentary consciousness. The word zu is 
used in the sense of restriction (avadhdrana), Why (is recollec- 
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are stated or some other way. (As for instance, in the Nyaya- 
tūtira, the knowledge of pramdna leads to the recollection of 
prameya). 

Or, nibandka means the attribution of the objects to be reco- 
Nected (viz. the particular deities) on the objects known [viz. 
the different limbs of the body, such as the forehead (lalaja}, 
the palate (taly) etc.J, as has been explained tn the dh@rand- 
astra (i.e. the texts on the practice of yoga composed by sages 
hike Jaigisavya and others). | ' 

Abhyasa is the repeated occurrence of knowledge in respect 
of the same object. (By abhkyasa Gautama here) really speaks 
of the impression which is produced by such repeated occur- 
rence and is a quality of the self. It is a cause also of reco- 
ection. 

Liga is of four kinds—the conjoined (samyogin), the inhered 
(samaviyin), one inhered in the same locus (ekdrtha-samavayrn) 
and the opposed (virodhin). Thus, smoke (which is conjoined 
with fire leads to the recollection of) fire, the horn (in the 
cow leads fo the recollection of) the cow, a hand (leads 

-to the recollection of) a foot (when both inhere in the same 
body} or a particular colour (leads to the recollection of) a 
particular touch (when both inhere in the same substance), 
and the non-existent (which is opposed to the existent leads to 
the recollection of) the existent. 


Laksana means an indicative sign, located in the limb of an 


animal. It leads to the recollection of the particular lineage 
(gotra) (it indicates), as for instance, ‘this particular sign is indi- 
cative of the lineage of the sage Vida’ or ‘this particular sign 
is indicative of the lineage of the sage Garga’. 

Sadriya, observed in the picture (of Devadatta), for instance, 
leads to the recollection of Devadatta himself in the form ‘this 
is an exact reproduction of Devadatta.’ 

(Recollection jis also due to)—parigraha-: when the know- 
ledge. of the wealth acquired leads to ‘the recollection of the 
person who has acquired it, or the knowledge of the-person who 
has acquired wealth leads to the recollection of the wealth 
acquired, 
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Asraya : when the knowledge of the head of a village leads 
to the recollection of the villagers under him. 

Ašrita : when the knowledge of the villagers under some 
head leads to the recollection of that head of the village. 

Sambandha ; when one recollects the preceptor from the 
knowledge of the pupils studying under him, or the person who 
sacrifices from the knowledge of the priest working for him. 

Ananiarya : as in the case ofdaties prescribed. (It is enjoin- 
ed, for instance, that one should rise early in the morning, 
carry out the natural functions, purify oneself by ablution, be 
engaged in daily worship and so on. Ofthese various duties, 
each preceding one leads to the recollection of each following 
one.) 

Viyoga : when, one feeling the pangs of separation, reco. 
llects again and again the person one is separated from. 

Ekakarya : when (of the many persons completing a piece of 
work), one person is recollected by observing another. 

Virodha: when, of the two parties fighting each other for 
victory, one is recollected by observing the other. 

Atifaya ; when the person who leads to the state of excellen- 
ce is recollected. (As for instance, a brahmacdrin recollects his 
preceptor who, through the ceremonial process of upanayana, 
elevates him to the position of a brakmacarin.) 

Prapti: when one repeatedly recollects the person who has 
made or will make some gift to one. 

Vyavadkana : when the sword etc. are recollected from the 
perception of the sheath etc. 

Sukha and dukkha : when from the presence (of sukha and 
duhkha), their causes are recollected. 

Teché and dvesa: when from the presence of i¢chd-and dvesa 
are recollected the persons who are the objects of desire and 
aversion, 

Bhaya : when from the presence of fear is recollected what 
one is afraid of. 

Arthitva : when a person who stands in need of food or clo- 
thing recollects those objects. 

Kriya: when the maker of the chariot is recollected from 


254 Nyaya-sutra iii. 2.42 


the knowledge of the chariot, 
Rage : when. one constantly recollecty: the jady one is atta- 


‘ched to. 
Dharma > when one recollects, in the. present birth, the facts 


‘of the previous births or the knowledge (gained in the previous 


births) by reading or listening t to (the different sasira-s). 

Adharma : when one recollects the cause of pain suffered 
previously (and being suffered in the present. time.) 

All these causes of recollection cannot be apprehended si- 
multancously and as such, there can be no simultaneous recollec- 
tion. The above causes of recollection are stated here only by 
way of illustration and the above account is not to be taken as 

a ‘complete enumeration’ (partsamkhyana). 
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of a durable (avasthita): object, the perception in respect of it 
ceases-when it is screened off. Even when a durable object 
like the jar is apprehended (for a‘long time), different piecés of 
knowledge are produced in the form of a series, until the object 
is screened off, and ‘that is why the. perceptual knowledge ceases 
when ‘the object is screened off. If, on the other hand, the 
knowledge were durable, the perception would have continued 
even when the object visually perceived is screened off. 
Recollection is not a probans indicating the durability of 
knowledge, because the cause of recollection is the impression 
produced by knowledge. (Objection) One may argue that 
knowledge is durable, for it is observed that there js recollection 


concerning an object of. (some previous) knowledge. (On the 
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pi ieni., Here ends the section on knowledge being a quality of the self admission that) knowledge is non-eternal (i.e. momentary), such 
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r “ recollection is not possible due to the absence of the. cause (viz. 
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1V. (ON KNOWLEDGE BEING MOMENTARY 


Bhasya : Non-eternal objects are observed to be both momen- 


‘tary (ulipanndpavargin, lit. what is destroyed immediately after 


production) as well as durable (kalantaravasthayin, hit. lasting for 
a long time).. As such, there is a doubt in respect of non-eter- 
nal knowledge : ‘Is knowledge, just like sound, a momentary 
entity? Or, is knowledge, just. like a jar, a durable entity ? 
The first alternative is accepted (by the Naiyayika). Why? 
-Sūtra 42 : Because of the apprehension of the shortlived 
(anavasthayin) movements. *{f itl. 2,42 -{/ 
Bhasya : (Knowledge is momentary), because of the apprehen- 
sion of the, shortlived movements. A series of..(shortlived) 


movements is perceived in an arrow shot (from a bow) until 


it falls to the ground. The existence of a series of (momen- 
tary) pieces of knowledge is proved therefrom, for every. piece 
of knowledge is restricted to (i. e: reveals) a specific object only 
(ie. a’single shortlived movement). í 

(Knowledge is momentary), also because, in the perception 


the previous knowledge which is momentary and does not per- 
sist ti] the moment of recollection), (Answer) This {recollec- 
Why ? Because the 
cause of rocollection is not knowledge, but a different quality, 
namely, the impression produced by knowledge. (That is, the 
impression is durable and in spite of the absence of the know- 
ledge it can produce recollection at a later time), 

(Objection) If it be said that the above answer is illogical, 
for there is no ground (to justify the conclusion that recollection 
is produced by an impression, and not by a durable knowledge)? 
(Answer) If knowledge (is admitted to be) durable, recollection 
would: not be possible due to the presence of the perception 


tion), however, is not a valid probans. 


itself, So long as its perceptual knowledge continues to exist, 
an object of cognition is apprehended through perception itself 

and hence, being an object of perception, it cannot be an object 

of recollection. (That is, an object can be recollected only 


after its perceptual knowledge has ceased to exist, Thus, ’per- 


ceptual knowledge being opposed to recollection, even a dura- 

ble piece of such knowledge cannot be the cause of recollection.) 
Sutra 43 : (Objection) (In the Nyāya view), every object 
would be indistinctly apprehended dueto the momen- 
tarinesa of the knowledge, just like the indistinct know- 
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ledge of the colour ofan object by a flash of lightning. 
{l ni. 2.43 }/ 

Bhisya > (Objection) On the admission hat knowledge is 
momentary, there will be an absurdity, ‘namely, that every 
object of cognition is only indistinctly apprehended. As for 
instance, when, the lightning flashes, there is only an indistinct 
knowledge of the colour of an object, for the flash of the light- 
ning is Just shortlived. The fact, however, is that objects are 
known distinctly. As-such, the above view (of the momentari- 
ness of knowledge) is illogical. 

Sūtra 44: (Answer) The thesis to be negated is (actually) 

to be admitted (by the opponent), for (he has) mention- 

ed a ground (that really proves the Nyaya thesis of the 

momentatiness of knowledge). /fiii. 2.44/) 
Bhasya : (Answer) The - thésis to be negated (by the opponent) 
is : ‘knowledge is momentary’. (Instead of being refuted), it is 
actually accepted by the (opponent's) statement ‘just like the 
indistinct knowledge of colour, when the lightning flashes’. 
(That is, the instance of the flash of lightning indicates that the 
knowledge of objects is indistinct. The indistinctness, again, 
indicates that the knowledge is too shortlived to become distinct 
—which means, in other words, that knowledge is momentary. ) 

(Objection) Knowledge is mormentary only when the know- 
ledge is indistinct, (and not so . when the knowledge is distinct, 
as for instance, the perception of a jar at midday). (Answer) 
The change in (the nature of ) knowledge is due to a change in 
(the nature of ) the cause of knowledge and not to a.change in 
(the nature of ) knowledge itself. (It is observed that) know- 
ledge is sometimes distinct, and sometimes indistinct. Such 
change is due to a change in(the nature of) the causes of know- 
ledge : when the cause of knowledgé (e.g. the flash of the 
lightning) is shortlived, the knowledge is indistinct, and when 
the cause of knowledge (e.g, the light of the sun) is durable, the 
knowledge is distinct. And it (ie. such change—the distinct- 
ness or indistinctness). is not due to the cognition’s durability 
or absence of durability., 

Why? Because knowledge means the ‘awareness of an 
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object’ (arthagrahana), and this awareness of an object—whether 
it is distinct or indistinct—is nothing but knowledge. When 
the general characteristic (of au object) is apprehended and the 
specific characteristic remains unknown, the knowledge is said 
to be indistinct. In such a case, due to the absence of cause, 
no further knowledge is produced in respect of the other object 
(i.e. the specific characteristic). When, again, an object (dhar- 
min) is-apprehended as endowed with both the general as well 
as the specific characteristics, the knowledge is said to be Wisti- 
net. If, however, the specific characteristic remains unknown 
and the general characteristic alone is apprehended, it would 
be indistinct knowledge, As an object of knowledge, the pre- 
sence of general characteristic is different from the presence of 
specific characteristic, (for they are revealed by different pieces 
of knowledge having different causes for their production), 
When one of them (viz. thé specific characteristic) isnot appre- 
hended, it is (to be understood as) due to the absence of cause 
for its apprehension and not to the cognition’s absence of dura- 
bility, (That is, indistinctness of knowledge is due to the non- 
apprehension of the specific characteristic and not to its momen- 
tariness.) i 

Moreover, in regard to its own object, every knowledge 
is distinct, for each knowledge is restricted to (i.e. reveals) a 
specific object only, The knowledge having the genera) chara- 
eteristic for its object is distinct in respect of its own object 
(i.e. the general characteristic) and the knowledge having the 
specific characteristic for its object also is distinct in respect of 
its own object (1e. the specific characteristic), because. each 
knowledge is restricted to a specific object only, (The oppo- 
nent) has spoken of the absurdity of knowledge being always 
indistinct due to the momentariness of knowledge. But, then, 
what would be the object (of the so-ealled indistinct knowle- 
dge)? (That is, in respect of its own object, every knowledge 
is distinct; indistinct knowledge from the point of view of the 
object 1s an impossibility.) 
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(In fact, thè characterisation “of knowledge as distinctor 
indistinct} is explained by the presence: ‘or absence of the diffe- 
rent-cognitions revealing the different characteristics (ïe: the 
general as well as the specific ones) of an object. The charac- 
teristics of an' object—i.2. of-an entity which may be a‘locus of 
many characteristics—may be general as well as specific, They 
are each revealed by different picces of knowledge which are 
restricted to their own specific objects only. If there are both 
the pieces of knowledge (revealing the two kinds of character- 
istics) in relation to an object, the knowledge is said to’ be dis- 
tinct with regard to the object. - If, * however, there is only one 
piece of knowledge revealing the general characteristic alone, 
the knowledge is said to be-indistinct (with regard to the obje- 
ct). Thus, distinetness and indistinctness of knowledge-can be 
possible only with reference tothe object known, (That is, mo- 
mentarimess of knowledge has nothing to do with its character- 
isatión as distinct or indistinct, which really depends on how 
an object ts apprehended—generally or specifically.) 

Besides, such indistinct - knowledge. cannot be explained as 
being due to the non-durability» of either the object known or 
the knowledge itself. Such (indistinct knowledge, in fact, is)— 

Sutra 45; Not (justified) because, just like the distinct 

apprehension of each of the continuously appearing indi- 

vidual flames ofa lamp, the knowledge of an object is 

always distinct. //iti. 2.457/ 

Bhasya :, In spite of the hon-durability of knowledge, the app- 
rehensions of the different objects are to be admitted asdistinct. 
How? Just like the distinct apprehension of each of the con- 
tinuously appearing individual fames of a lamp- 

-It isto be. admitted.that cach apprehension revealing each 
individual.flame of a lamp which appears continuously to form 
a series (so. that the flame of a lamp is wrongly characterised to 
be one) is nondurable, and its object: (viz. each individual 
flame) too is so, because every knowledge is restricted to'a 
specific object only, (That is, each knowledge reveals only one 
particular Hame and hence both of them are non-durable.) 
There are thus as many pieces of knowledge as there are flames 
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of the lamp. 

Even in such a case (where both the knowledge and the 
object of the knowledge are non- durable), the apprehensions 
of the flames of the lamp are observed to be quite distinct 
(Henee indistinct knowledge being, an impossibility, the objec- 
tion raised in stra 43 above is not justified.) 


Here ends the section’ on knowledge being momentary 
(buddhi-ulpanipavargitna-prokarana} 


V. ON KNOWLEDGE AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE 
QUALITY OF THE BODY 


Bhagpa : (According 10 some), consciousness (cetand) is. a 
quality of the body, because ‘if there is a body, there is.cons- 
ciousness, and if there is no body, there is no consciousness: 
(Refuting this, Gautama says)— 

Sûtra 46 : There is doubt (regarding; the presence of con- 

sciousness ìn the body), because, in a substance, its own 

quality as well as a quality of something else are per- 

ceived. ff iii. 2.46 jj 
Bhāşya : (The fact of) presence in presence (ie. the face thar 
the quality of knowledge or consciousness is present only in the 
presence of the body) is only a cause of doubt, for, in water, 
its own quality, viz.. fluidity, as well as the quality of-a different 
substance (like fire), viz. the sensation of heat, are both percei- 
ved, Thus, there is doubt in the form : ‘Is this consciousness, 
perceived in the body, a quality of the body itself ? Or, is ita 
quality of some other substance ?? « 

Consciousness is not a quality of the body. Why ? 

Stra 47.: Because the qualities of colour and the-like are 

observed to be present as long as the substance{in which 

they inhere) exists. // iti. 2.47 // n% 
Bhasya: A body is never perceived to be without colour etc, 


However, a body is (sometimes) perceived to be without con- 


sciousness, ‘Therefore, consciousness is not a quality of the body. 


SS 
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(Objection) If it be argued that (consciousness would be a 
quality of the body) in the same way as an impression ? (Ans- 
wer) No, because the cause (for the production of consciousness) 
is not destroyed (i.e. remains as before). Te is not that an 
impression ceases to exist in the same substance (i.e. the same 
body) as was previously the locus of the impression, for the 
impression is completely destroyed only due to the disappca- 
rance of its cause from that substance. However, the absolute 
non-existence of consciousness is observed in the’ same body as 
waa previously perceived to be the locus of consciousness. 
Therefore, the solution—(consciousness would be a quality of 
the body) in the same way as an’ impression—is not atall suited. 

Moreover, none of the alternatives—(i) some entity (other 
than the body) but located in the body itself is the cause of the 
production of consciousness, (11) some entity (other than the 
body) and located in a substance other than the body is the 
cause of the production of consciousness and (iii) some entity 
(other than the body) and located in both (viz. the body and 
a substance other than the bady) is the cause of the production 
of consciousness—can be admitted, for there is no ground to 
justify a specific rule. (In the first alternative), there is no 
ground to justify a rule that an entity located in the body itself 
sometimes produces consciousness and sometimes does not. 
(In the second alternative), there is no ground to justify a rule 
‘that an entity located in a substance other than the body pra- 
duces consciousness in the body alone and not in orher objects 
like a piece of stone etc. (In thé third alternative), there is no 
ground to justify a rule that, even though the cause (for the 
production of consciousness) be an entity located in both (the 
body- and a substance other than the body), consciousness js 
produced only in the body, and never in any other substance 
identical in nature with the body. 

(Objection) One may argue that the black colour etc, (of 
an uribaked jar, put into fire, for instance) is destroyed even 
when the substance characterised by the black colour (ie. the 
jax) endures. Similar would be the case of the (occasional) 

absence of consciousness (in the body). (Refuting this, Gautama 
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says)— 
Sitra #8 : No (i.e. the substance is never absolutely with- 
out colour), because a different quality (viz. red colour), 
‘produced by its conjunction with fire’ (pakaja), appears 
init. ff iii, 2.48 / 
Bhasya : The colour of a substance is never absolutely destroyed. 
As the black colour disappears, there appears, due to the (subs- 
tance’s) conjunction with fire, a different quality, namely, the 
red colour, In the body, however, the absolute non-existence 
of consciousness is (;ometimes) observed. Moreover— 
Sitra #9. There can be no denial (of the above view), 
because it is logically established that there are qualities 
opposed to the qualities produced from conjunction with 
fire. ffitt, 2.49// 
Bhasya: The appearance of qualities produced from conjunc- 
tion with fire is observed only in those substances in which the 
presence of qualities opposed ta the previous ones is established, 
because the qualities produced from conjunction with fire are 
never observed to coexist with the previous qualities. How- 
ever, in the body, even if the presence of a quality opposed to 
consciousness ig assumed, no other quality incompatible (with 
consciousness) is really observed, on the basis of which it can 
be inferred that consciousness is opposed to the other quality. 
Therefore, why should not consciousness which is (admitted to 
be a quality of the body and which, as shown above, cannot be 
destroyed by any incompatible quality) be existing as long as 
the body cndures? The fact, however, is that it does not so 
exist. As such, consciousness is not a quality of the body. 
Consciousness js not a quality of the body, also because of 
the ground, namely— 
Sūtra 50 : Because (consciousness) pervades the (whole) 
body, jii. 2.50// 
Bhdsya ; The body and all its component parts are, pervaded 
by the presence of consciousness, and therefore, no part of the 
body is characterised by the absence of consciousness. Thus, 
the different companent parts of the body, being as conscious 
as the body itself, there follows (the absurd position that 4 
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single body) is characterised by many conscious entities 

The probans fór the inference of different selves in different 
bodies (of persons) is the specific rule regarding the {experience 
of ) pleasure, pain and knowledge (viz. the’ pleasure etc. of one 
can be experienced by one alone, and no-one else}. (If there 
were many conscious entities in, the same body), such a rule 
would have applied to the case of a single body also. It is, 
however, not so, (for pleasure or pain, registered in different 
parts of the body, is really experienced by, one and the same 
knower). Therefore, consciousness is not a quality of the body. 
(cf. Bhasya on sūira 37.above.) 

` Ie has been said that no component part of the body is -cha- 

racterised by the absence of consciousness, This is, however— 

Sutra 51 : (Objection) Not correct, because consciousness 

is not observed in the hair and the nail, //iii. 2.5177 
Bhasya : (Objection) Consciousness.is, not produced in the hair 
and the nail. It is, therefore, illogical to claim that conscious- 
ness pervades the whole body. Haige ici 

Siliva 52 : (Answer) There is no possibility (of the produc- 

tion of consciousness) in the hair and the nail, because 

the body means only that portion which is covered by 

skin. jji. 2.52/] 3 
Bhasya : (Answer) The body is defined to be a locus of thë sen- 
sex. The body which is the substratum of an individual self, 
the mind, pleasure, pain and sensation is completely covered 
by skin. As such, consciousness is. not- produced in the hair etc. 
‘(which are not so covered and do not form an essential part of 
the body).: They are attached (upambaddha)-to the body only 
to serve some (specific) purposes. 

Consciousness is not a quality of the body,.also because of 
the ground, namely—, 

Sūra 53 : Because (consciousness) is dissimilar to the 

qualities of the body.» /Jili, 2.53// 
Bhdsya -The qualities, ofthe body ,are of two kinds only—(i) 
imperceptible, €:g. heaviness and (ii) perceptible by. the (exter- 
nal) senses, e.g. colour etc. Consciousness differs from both 
‘these kinds—it is not imperceptible, .for. it is internally appre- 
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hended and it is not perceptible by the external senses, for it is 
an object (known by) the mind only. ‚Therefore, consciousness 
is a quality of some substance other (than the body). 

Sūtra 54 : (Objection) Na (i.e. the ground mentioned in 

the previous siira is not valid), because (even the accep- 

ted qualities of the body like) colour, (taste, smell and 
touch), are dissimilar to one another. J/iii. 2.54J) 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as the qualities of colour and the like, 
though dissimilar to one another, do not cease to be the quali- 
ties of the body, so also consciousness, though dissimilar to 
colour etc., would not cease to be a quality of the body. 

Sutra 55 : (Answer) The refutation (given in the previous 
-sötra is not proper, because (the qualities of colour etc.) 
are all perceived by the external senses. _ //iii. 2.55// 

Bhaésya :.(Auswer) (A further ground rejecting the previous 
stra is possible, viz.) «also because of the imperceptibility (of 
some qualities of the body)’. 

The qualities of. colour ete., though dissimilar to one another, 
do not ‘form a class other than the two (as mentioned under 
Sittra 53 above). In the same way, if consciousness were a qua- 
tity of the body, it. would not-have formed a class other than 
the two in spite of its dissimilarity with colour.etc. The fact, 
however, is that it forms (a distinct class). ‘Therefore, it is not 
a quality of the body. : i 

(That consciousness is nota quality. of the body is already) 
established by the refutation of (the view that) knowledge is a 
quality of the materia] elements, the senses and the mind. (cf. 
Sitra-s 18 above.) Still, the present discussion is made to cx- 
plain some special points. A thesis is established more proper- 
ly, when it is critically examined from various standpoints. 


Here ends the section on knowledge as distinguished 
from the quality of the body. 
(Serivaguna-vyalireka-prakarana) 
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VI. ON THE CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE MIND 


Bhaéjya : Knowledge has been critically examined, Now is 
the occasion for the critical examination of the mind. As re- 
garding the dispute whether each bady is related to (i.e. posse- 
sses) ont mind or many minds, (Gautama says)— 

Sutra 56 : (Each body is characterised by) one mind only 

because of the non-simultaneity of cognitions..//iii. 2.56// 
Bhasya: The non-simultaneity of cognitions in respect of each 
single sense-organ and its respective object is obvious, foran 
instrument (of knowledge) is capable of producing only one 

-cognition (in the same moment). And such non-simultaneity 
does not indicate that the mind is ore only, (for, even if the 
mind were many, there wouid be no simultaneity of cognitions 
due to the instrument’s incapability of producing many cogni- 
tions. at the same moment). 

However, there is also non-simultaneity of cognitions in res- 
pect of the different sense-organs and their different objects, 
and such non-simultaneity is the mark (indicating that the 
mind is one only), Why ? Wad there, been many minds {in 
the same body), simultaneity of conjunctions between the minds 

and the senses would have been possible and, as a result, there 
would have been simultaneiry of cognitions, However, this 
never happens. Therefore, as the cognitions of the respective 
objects (through the respective sense-organs) occur only in suc- 
cession, the mind must:be one only. 

Siira 57 : (Objection) No (i.e. the mind cannor be one 

only), because many. (purposive) actions are observed {in 

the same person) at the same moment. Ji 2.57/} 

Bhasya : (Objection) (It is observed that) the same preceptor 
reads, walks, holds on the gourd-vesse! (Aamandalu), \coks at 
the path, hears sounds coming from the inhabitants of the fore- 
st (7.2. the animals), being afraid tries to determine the mark 
{and thereby the location) of the ferocious animals, and recoll- 
ects his destination. All these actions, (it is to be admitted), 
occur simultaneously, for succession in their occurrence is not 
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observed. It follows thereform that (the same preceptor is 
characterised by) different minds (which lead to different simul- 
taneous actions). 

Sutra I8 : (Answer) The perception of simultaneity (in 

respect of different actions) is due to rapid movement 

(of the same mind which is atomic), as in the case of the 

perception of a ‘circling firebrand’ (alata-cakra). . 

jji. 2.58/) 

Bhasya : (Answer) In a moving firebrand, the succession (of 
movements), though present, is not apprehended due to its rapid 
displacement. Due to the non-apprchension of sUCCessiON it is 
apprehended as a connected (whale)’ and ultimately, (the fire- 
brand is wrongly) ascertained (to be Yound) as a wheel. In the 
same way, due to the quick production (and destruction) of the 
cognitions aswell as the actions, succession (in their occurrence) 
—though present—is not apprehended. Thus, due to the non- 
apprehension of succession, it is wrongly ascertained that the 
actions take place simultaneously. 

(Objection) Is it that the actions, (though non-simultaneous), 
are ascertained to be simultaneous because, of the non-appre- 
hension of succession ? Or, is it that different actions are obser. 
ved to be simultaneous only because they actually occur simul- 
taneously ? No ground for the specific determination (of any 
of these two alternatives) is mentioned here, (Answer) It has 
-been already said that the cognitions of different objects through 
the different sense-organs are produced only in succession, and 
this (non-simultaneity of cognitions) cannot be denied, for it is 
proved by internal perception. 

Moreover, (it is observed that) the cognitions of a person, 
while he thinks over the various objects seen and heard of, are 
produced in succession. On the basis (of this instance), it is to 
be inferred that (in other cases too) cognitions do not occur 
simultaneously. (As for instance, in the case of one understand- 
ing the meaning of a sentence), succession in the cognitions’ of 
legters, words and the sentence as well as the cognitions of their 
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meaning? is not perceived due to their quick production- (and 
destruction), How ? The different letters comprising (the words 
in) the gentence are uttered first. Then, each word is heard 
one.after another. The lettera:so received by hegring.are then 
determimed; singly or together, as forming words, Next, one 


-determines them to be the components (of the sentence). After 


their determination as words, their meanings are’ obtained 
through recollection and then noting the different words in 
the proper order; one determines the whole sentence. Finally, 
one nates the different meanings as‘connected with one another 
and understands the meaning of the whole sentence. Due ‘to 
quick production (and destruction) succession is not observed 
in thes cognitions, though they actually occur in: succession. 
On the basis of this fact, it is to be inferred that in- other cases 
tao cognitions and actions are wrongly ascertained to be simul- 
taneous. . 

In fact, undoubted simultaneous occurrénce of cognitions— 
which may be the basis for'the inference of the multiplicity 
of mind in the same body—is not (proved in any instance). 

Sūtra 59 : Moreover, the mind is (proved to be) atomic 

in magnitude because of the ground already mentioned. 

(viz. non-simultanéity of cognitions). JJ iii. 2. 59 // 

Bhasya + The mind is atomic as well as one—the two properties 
are collectively proved by the ground ‘because of the non-simul- 
taneity of cognitions.’ ‘If the mind were of intermediate mag- 
nitude, there: would have been simultaneous cognitions of 
objects due to (the mind's) simultaneous conjunction with all 


the sense-organs. 
- Here ends the section on the critical examination of the mind 
(manah-parik sa prakarana) 


VII. ON BODY BEING PRODUCED BY ‘DHARMA’ AND 
‘ADHARMA’| 


Bhasya: The mind thas the (capability of) performing func- 


N 


Ny4ya-sdtra iii. 2.60 ' 267 


tions’ (ertli-labha) only in a body endowed with senses, and not 
anywhere outside the- body.. Moreover, on the part of the 
knower, the body is the basis fòr all his cognition étes enjoy- 
ment of the objects of senses, avoidance of what is not desirable 
and attainment of the desired ends. Thus, ail the activities (of 
a living being) can proceed only on the basis of the body. 

Due to contradictory notions, there is doubt regarding such 
a body : Is the creation of the body due to adrs4a (=kerman or 
the good and bad results of actions performed)-of a person ? 
Or, .is its creation due to (a combination of) material Babieiate 
only and is not dependent upon adrsta? Indeed, contradictory 
statements are heard in this regard. The truth in. this regard 
is as follows— - i 

Siitra 60 : It (i.e. the body) is produced due to connection 

(anubandha}) with the results of actions previously perfor- 

med (i.e. adr sta—dharma-adharma—karman), J} üi. 2.60 J7 
Bhasya : By ‘action previously pe) formed’ is meant the activities 
minae exertions through speech, mind and body—as rela- 
ting to, the previous body. Its results are dharma and ädharma 
produced by. itself (ie. past action). Connection with its results 
means their (1.2. of dharma and adhayma) continued existence as 
inhering in the self. The body is produced from the rharestal 
clements acted upon by it (2... dharma-adharma) and not from 
(the material elements) independent (of it). | 

The body is nothing but the locus—-being: located in which 
the self has the false notion ‘I am (identical With) this (body) 
to which the self becomes attached, through which the self, due 
to its craving for enjoyment, apprehends the objects (of shies) 
and thus makes dharma and adharma productive. These impre. 
ssions—in the form of dharma and adharma—aiong AS ah 
material elements lead to the creation of a new bady, when the 
previous body ceases to exist. În this newly created body exer- 
tions for the attainment of the human ends take place in the 
same way as in the previous body, and the activities of a person 
alsó are performed inthe same way as in the previous ‘body 
All these can be justified only (on the admission that) the bady 
is created from the material elernents as depending upon PP 
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It is observed that objects like the chariot etc.—which arc 
capable of fulfilling different human ends—are produced from 
material elements only when they arc acted’ upon by the effort 
belonging to some person. From this instance, it is to be infer- 
red that the body which has been produced as capable of ful- 
filling different human ends comes into being out of the mate- 
rial elements which ate dependent upon a different quality 
(viz. adzsta) of the person concerned. To this (i.e. the above 
conclusion), the Nastika says— 

Sûtra 61 : (Objection) The production of the body is (in- 

dependent of adrsta) just like the production of (certain) 

‘composite objects’ (mirti) out of the material elements. 

Í fii 2.61)/ 

Bhésya: (Objection) Just as the composite objects like sand, 
chips of stone, a piece of rock, minerals mn the mountains, colly- 
rium etc.—produced to fulfil different human ends are taken 
(to appear) from material elements not dependent upon adysfa, 
so also the body produced for the purpose of fulfilling different 
human ends—is taken {to appear) from material elements not 
dependent upon adrşta.' 

Sūtra 62 : (Answer) No (2.2. the above instance proves no- 

thing), for it is similar to the probandum (i.e, the instance 

itself is yet to be logically established). }/ iii. 2.62 // 

‘Bhasya : (Answer) The production of the body as independent 
of adrsia is yet to be logically established. In the same way, 
the creation—of sand, chips of stone, a piece of rock, minerals 
in the mountains, collyrium and the like—as independent of 
adrsia, is yet to be logically established, and thus, being similar 
to the probandum, it (i.e. the instance of sand etc.) cannot be 
a proper logical ground. Indeed, the Nastika has yet to prove 
(the validity of his instance, viz.) ‘(independent of adrsfa), just 
like the production of (certain) composite objects out of mate- 
rial elements.” 

Sutra 63 : No (i.e. the instance of sand etc. does not hold 

in the case of the production of the body), for the moth: 
er and the father too are causes (for the production of 


the body). jji. 2.63/f 
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Bhasya: Moreover, the instance (of sand etc.) mentioned (by 
the Nastika) is not at all suited. Why? (Because) all these 
composite objects (like sand etc.) are produced without the 
seed (viz. the mixture of semen and female blood), while the pro- 
duction of the body is due to the seed. By the words ‘mother’ 
and ‘father’ are meant the female blood and semen which are 
the seeds of the body. 

Thus, the specific form of adrsgfa of the living being which 
is the cause of its inhabitancy in the mother’s womb, and also 
the two specific forms of adysta of the parents which are the 
causes of their obtaining a son exert influence upon the produc- 
tion of the body out of the material elements, and as such, the 
reference to the. seed (as an additional cause) becomes justified. 

Sūtra 64 : (The instance of sand etc. does not hold in the 

case of the production of the body), also because the 

food {taken by the parents is the cause of the body). 
fin. 2.64/) 
Bhasya: The expression ‘because of its being the cause of the 
production (of the body)’.is to be added (fromthe previous siira) 
to the present one. 

‘Food’ means both what is eaten and what is drunk. After 
the seed że. the mixture of semen and female blood) occurs in 
the uterus, the quantity of the liquefied substance—~(which is- 
nothing but the essentials of the food) turned (into liquid) 
through the process of digestion and which undergoes transfor- 
mation (pāka) in-the same way as the seed—increases gradually 
in the body of the mother. The (quantity of the seed) also 
increases, little by little, until the accumulated (mixture of 
semen and female blood) becomes capable of producing the com- 
ponent parts (ie. the limbs and the organs of the child's body). 
Thus being accumulated, (the seed) is transformed—into diffe- 
rent cotiposite parts (of the body), namely, kalala (the first 
formation after the mixture of semen and female blood), arvada 
(the second formation after the said mixture), flesh, muscles, 
the longer nerves (kandara), the skull, the arms etc. as well as 
into the seats of the sense-organs. And after the formation (of 
the parts), the liquefied substance (#.2. the essentials of food 
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taken by the mother) flows down (to it) through the ‘uterine 
vein’ (garbhanagi). and increases in quantity until it (f.e. the 
chitd) is fit for delivery. This (7.2. such transformation of the 
focd taken) is, however, not observed in the case of food and 
drink lying in:the earthen pot etc. For this reason, it is ascer- 
tained that adysfa also is a cause of the bady. 
Silva 65 : (Adrsta isa cause of the. body), also because 
there is no invariable rule that every union (of the hus- 
band with the wife would lead to conception)... 
ff iii. 2.65.4] 
Bhagya : The union of the husband with the wife isnot observed. 
to lead to conception in each and every case. The absence of 
an invariable rule (7.2. the absence of conception. in. spite of 
union) can be justified only on the admission that conception 
is not possible, when (the particular) adysfa is absent and: con- 
ception is possible, when (the particular) .adysja is present. only 
the material elemeats—not dependent upon adysia—(are admi- 
tted to be) the causes for the production of the body, Jet there 
be ‘invariable rule (that every union leads to conception), for 
in that case there is no absence of causes. Moreover-— 
Slira 66 : Adrsta ig also a cause for the production of the 
conjunction (between a particular self and a particular 
body) in the same way as it (i.e. adrsfa) is:a cause for the 
production of the body. // iii. 2.66 yy 
Bhasya : The body is constructed by a specific arrangement— 


which can only be performed with great difficulty--of (the, 


different constituents of the-body, viz.) the veins (nad@i) through 
which breath /frdna) and the ‘essential Hiquids’ (dhaiu) of the 
body flow, all the liquids ending with semen, the nerves, the 
skin, the bones, the sinews Giras), the muscles, kalala, the longer 
nerves (kandard), the. head, the arms, the belly, the thighs, the 
three humours---the gaseous (vdla), thé bilious (pitta) and the 
phlegmy (kapha)—located in the cavities (kostha) of the body, 
the mouth, the neck, the heart, the stomach, the intestines and 
the rectum. (Such a highly complicated organism) cannot be 
produced simply by the elements of earth etc. as independent 
of adysta and hense it.is ascertained that the production of the 
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body is due also to adrsta. 

In the same way, if there is no specific. cause (7.2.4 particular’ 
adysfas in each individual self, the selves'would have no dis- 
tinguishing characteristic (and become exactly similar to one 
another): Thus, each of the bodies—which are equally made of 
the elements of earth etc. (and are thus exactly similar)—may 
belong (to any self), due to its connection with any one of such 
(identical selves), There being also no property in the earth etc. 
justifying a rule that (a particular self would have a particular 
body), the loci of all the selves for experiencing the sensations 
of pleasure and pain would be identical. But there is a specific 
rule that a particular self (is connected with a particular bedy 
only). Itis thus ascertained that adysta which is the cause for 
the production of the body is also a cause for the (above) speci- 
fic rule, for it is observed that the specific adrsta which is loca- 
ted in a particular self and has started yielding results cons- 
tructs a body which would become the locus for the experience 
(of pleasure and pain) on the part of that self only in which it 
(i-e. the adysfa) is located, and thus makes the specific rule 
possible. 

It follows, therefore; that adrsfa is also a cause for the pro- 
duction of the conjunction (between a particular selfand a 
particular body) in the same way as it is.a cause for the produc- 
tion of the body (cf. stra 66 above). By conjunction (of the 
self with the body) is meant-the specific form of relation that 
subsists between each individual self and its particular body. 

Siva 67 : This (i.e. the previous siira) justifies the 

rabsence of rule’ (aniyama, 1.2. the fact that the individual 

‘selves have different bodies of their own, which are not 

exactly similar}. // iii. 2.67 // 

Bhasya : It has been already objected against (the opponent) 
that if the production of the body (is admitted to be) due to 
(material elements), not depending upon adr sfa, the absence of 
rule (cannot be explained). This absence of rule, however, is 


- justified by (the previous sūtra, viz.) ‘adrsfa is-also .a cause for 


the production .of the conjunction (between a particular self 
and a.particular body) in the same way as it is a cause for the 
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production of the body’. 

What is (meant here by) ‘rule’ (niyama) ? (Rule) means the 
‘bodies of al) the individual selves are exactly similar tothe one 
possessed by any particular individual self*.. ‘Absence of rule’ 
(amyama) means ‘each individual self has a different body (of 
its own), that is, (the bodies of the different individual selves) 
are different, non-identical or specifically distinguished (from 
one another)’. 

Difference in the nature of (one’s) birth (and the body) is 
indeed observed. Thus; (one is born) high or low, (and has a 
body) beautiful or ugly, afflicted with diseasns or free from 
diseases, with limbs intact or impaired, suffering pain or enjoy- 
ing pleasure, having the qualities befitting a man or the oppo- 
site, having signs auspicious or inauspicious, with sense-organs 
powerful or feeble: There are also very minute differences 
which cannot be counted. Such difference of birth is possible 
only due to the difference of the adysfa-s located in each indivi- 
dual self. (Thus; it is to be admitted that a particular ady;la 
is the cause of a particular body related: to an individual self). 
(If the difference in the adryja-s located in each of the indivi- 
dual selves) is not admitted, the selves would have no distin- 
guishing characteristic (and become exactly similar). There is 
also no property in the earth etc. that may justify a rude (that 
a particular self has a particular body), for earth etc. are of the. 
same nature (in cvéry case). Thus, all the selves would have 
all the bodies (and there. would be no specific rule). The fact 
of birth, however, is mot so (7.2. all the selves do not have exact- 
ly similar bodies), Therefore, the production of the body (can- 
not be said to be) independent of adysfa. 

Moreover, the separation (of the self from the body) can be 
justified, because the (gradual) diminution of adrsja can be jus- 
tified. Ifthe production of the body (is admitted to be) due to 
adysta, it can be justified that the self, (at the time of liberation), 
is separated from the body. Why? Because it is justified that 
there is (gradual) diminution of adysta. Indeed, the gradual dimi- 
nution of adysta can be justified (as follows). When false know- 
ledge has been removed by right knowledge, a person (ie. his self) 
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becomes free from attachment and does not perform again 
the actions—through bedy, speech and mind—which (ie. 
the adrsja produced by those actions) would lead to its 
rebirth. Thus, no further adrsta is accumulated (in the self) 
and the adysia already accumulated (by past actions) gradually 
diminishes through the enjoyment of its results. In this way 
due to the absence of the cause (viz. adysia), the production of f 
further body—after the present body has been destroyed—would 
not be possible and there would follow an (absolute) cessation of 
rebirth (ie. liberation), If, on the other hand, the production 
of the body (is admitted to be due to material elements), not 
depending upon adrsta, the Stparation (of the self from its body) 
cannot be explained, because an (absolute) destruction of the 
material elements is not justified. 
Sutra 68 : (Objection) If it be argued that the body is 
produced by. non-perception (of the distinction between 
purusa and prakyii) ? (Answer) There arises the possibili- 
ty of the body (being produced) even after (the attain- 
ment of) liberation. //iii. 2.68// 
Bhasya: The word adrsja (in the sutra) means non-perception 
(adarsana) (of the distinction between purusa and prakrti). 
(Objection) The production of the body out of the material 
elements is due to non-perception (of the distinction). So ton 
as the body is not produced, the knower—without (being abe 
mited by) a locus—never perceives what is perceptible (drsya) 
The perceptibles, again, may be of two kinds—(i) the Shiects 
{of enjoyment, viz. colour, taste, smell, touch and sound) and 
(ii) the distinction between prakyti and purusa. The body is 
created only to serve the purpose (of perceiving the etl 
bles). When it (i.e. the purpose) is fulfilled, the material ele. 
ments—having their purpose served—do not produce a (further) 
body and thus the separation (of the self) from a body, (which 
is the state of liberation), can be justified, 
(Answer) If you (f2. the opponent) argue in the above 
manner, there isa possibility of the body even after liberation 
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—i.e, there follows the absurdity of the body being:produced 
once again (even after liberation). There isin fact no diffe- 
rence between the two cases of non-perception-—{i) the non-per- 
ception admitted to be nothing but the ‘absence of perception 
* hecatise the body is not yet producéd’-and (ij) the non-pércep- 
tion’ admitted ta’ be nothing but. the ‘absence of perception, 
because the body is destroyed in liberation’. As-such, the non- 
perception (of the distinction between frakrti and puraya) does 
not cease to. exist even after liberation and there follows-the 
absurdity of the body being produced: once again. = 
[Objection] If it bẹ said that fulfilment of purpose is the 
point of difference ? (That is, it may be argued that the above 
twò non-perceptions differ, because, in the former case, the 
. purpose of the material elements constituting the body is not 
fulfilled, while, in the latter case, it-is. fulfilled.) (Answer) No, 
because the-.production (of the body) is observed both in the 
presence and the absence of the act (of apprehension). (Objec- 
‘tion explained) The material elements have their purpose ful- 
filled, for their perception (ie. the experience of the objects) 


has been completed and as such, they do not start producing _ 


a further body (at the time of liberation), This may-be said 
ta’ be the point of difference (between the two non-perceptions). 
(Answer explained) No, because the production (of the body) 
is observed both in the presence and: the absence of the act (of 
apprehension). It is observed that (solong as one.daes not 
attairr liberation) the body is produced again and again by the 
material elements, even if their purpose is fulfilled, when they 
perform the act of.apprehending the objects and it is also ob- 
served that the body is produced \again and again, though 
without-any:purpose, when (the material elements) do not per- 
form the act ofthe apprehension of ithe distinction between 
prakrlt and puruse. : 

Thus, ifthe cteation of the elements (is admitted to be) in- 
dependent of adysia, the production of the body for the purpose 
ofthe perception (of objects) cannot be justified. On the other 
hand, if the creation (of the elements is admitted to be) depen- 
dent upon édrsfa, the production of the body for the purpose of 
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the perception of objects can be justified. ‘Perception of object’ 
means experiencing the results of actions. ; 
-(Objection) IF it be argued chat the.bedy is produced by 
adrsta (as being a quality of the atoms) ?- (Objection explained) 
In the system: of some (philosophers), adrsya is only a-quality of 
the atoms (as well as the mind) and Produces movement (in 
them). Being moved by it, the atoms get conjoined with one 
another and produce the body. The mind, being moved by 
the adrsta which is its own quality (i.e. which is.located in it) 
gets into such a body and the knower has the cognitions Sé 


body as endowed with-the mind. (Answer) In the (view. of- 


this) systern also, there is possibility of the body {being pro- 
duced) even after liberation due to the absence of désistiction 
of the quality (of adysfa), (If adrsta be a cause of the body ag 
a quality of the atoms), the body may be produced even after 
liberation, for adrsja being a quality -of the atoms, cannot be 
destroyed, 
Sūtra 69 : Moreover, (if the conjunction of the mind with 
tbe body)-be due to the adrsta located in the mind, the 
. conjunction can never be destroyed. Jj iii, 2.69 jJ 
Bhasya : If it is admitted that the mind gets conjoined with (the 
body) because of (being moved by) the adrsja which ig (loested 
as) a quality in the mind itself, the said conjunction. can never 
be destroyed, In their view (ùe. the view mentioned Jastin the Í 
bhāçya on the previous sūtra), what would be the cause of the 
mind’s movement out of the body (at the time of death) ? (E 
on the other hand, adrsta is admitted 10 be a quality of the self), 
it oa be explained (by saying) that when some particolar 
adr şia is destroyed (through the enjoyment ofits result), the 
mind is made to move out of the body by some other batelo 
adrsła which has started yielding its result. 
(Objection) If it be said thar (the mind) moves out of (the 

body) because of its own adysja? That is, let the same ati sta 


as is the cause of the’ mind's moving into the body be also the 


cause of its moving out of the body. (Answer) No, beeause 
the same adrsta.cannot be the cause of both life and death. To 
explain, if it, be so (i. if the opponent’s claim is accepted), it 
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would follow that the same adrsia is the cause of both life (when 
the mind moves into the body) as well as death {when the 
mind moves out of the body). This, however, cannot be logi- 
cally justified. f 

Sūtra 70 : Further, there would be the absurdity of the 

body being eternal, for death cannot be explained, 

ff iit. 2.70 |} 

Bhasya : Death results when, due to the (gradual) diminution 
of adr ła through. .the enjoyment of its result, the body falls, and 
there is rebirth due to some other adysta.- If the preduction of 
the body {is admitted to be) due to only the materiel elements, 
not depending upon adzst2, what entity would there be the 
(gradual) diminution of which (may be said to be the cause of) 
the falling of the body and death ? Thus, death being logica- 
lly unjustified, we would be led to the absurd conclusion that 
(the body is) eternal. If death is (admitted to be) merely acci- 
dental, the different kinds (of death) cannot be justified. (That 
is, each person dies under some specific: condition. Someone 
dies young, someone in the mother’s womb, someone in the 
ripe old age and soon. This shows that death too has some 
specific cause and is not merely accidental.) 

With a view to explaining away the objection (raised by) 
‘there arises the possibility of the body even after liberation’, 


(the opponent) says—- 


Sitra 71 : (Objection) Tt would be just like the uncaused 
(nitya) black colour of an atom. ffi: 2.71// 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as the uncansed black colour of an 
atom, when destroyed by conjunction with fire, is never pro- 
duced again, so also the bady which is produced by adrsta (as 
located in the atoms and the mind) ts not produced once again 
(after its destruction) in liberation. 
Sutra 72: (Answer) No (i-e. the instance of the previous 
sitra does not stand logically), because there follows the 
absurdity of ‘acquiring the result of an action not per- 
formed’ (akrta-abhyagama). iii. 2.72f} 
Bhasya : (Answer) This (i.e. the uncaused-ness of the black 
colour of an atom) is not a proper instance. Why? Because 
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of the absurdity of ‘accepting what is not proved’ (akria-abhyd- 
gama). The word akria means what is not justified by any pra- 
mina, and the word abhyagama means admitting it, i.e, accepting 
it as true. Thus, one adhering (to the instance of the previous 
sūtra) has to admit what is not established by any pramana. It 
(Le. the uncaused-ness of the-black colour of an atom) cannot, 
therefore, be a proper instance. Neither perception nor infer- 
ence (establishing that the black colour of an atom is uncaused) 
has been cited. Hence the instance is stated here only as simi- 
lar to the probandum (of an inference). (That is, the black 
colour is actually produced by some specific cause. As such, 
its uncaused-ness, which is unduly accepted by the oppenent, 
is not yet proved and cannot be cited as an instance.) 

Or, (the opponent’s view cannot be accepted), because of 
the absurdity of acquiring the result of an action not performed. 
One who tries to explain the production of the bady as inde- 
pendent of adrste with the instance of the black colour of the 
atom would have to face the absurdity of acquiring the result 
of an action not performed. That is, there arises the absur- 
dity that the self has to feel pleagure and pain even without 
performing the actions which are the causes of (those particular) 
pleasure and pain. (The view of) one who answers in the affir- 
mative (i.e. may even accept the above possibility) is contra- 
dicted by perception, inference and verbal testimony. __ 

Contradiction with perception (is as follows). The different 
kinds of pleasure and pain ofall the living beings are known 
perceptually, for they are internally congised by each self. 
Wherein does their (#2, of pleasure and pain) difference lie ? 
(They: may be) intense, mild, lasting, shortlived, of manifold 
types, of only one type and'so on, and {these are) the pomts of 
difference. But (in the opponent’s view) there is no specific 
cause for pleasure and pain (viz. edrséa) as located in each indi- 
vidual self and a specific effect is not observed (to be produced) 
unless there is a specific cause. If, on the other hand, the sen- 
sations of pleasure and pain are (admitted to be) due to adysfa, 
the difference in the various forms of pleasure and pain can be 
explained to be due to the presence of intensity or mildness in 
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the adysta‘s, virtuousness or viciousness (of the actions leading 
to) the collections of ady sa-s, and: manifoldness or the sameness 
of edrsja:s. Thus, (in the opponerit's view) the difference in the 
various forms: of pleasure and pain—which i is an observed fact 
—cannot be explained due to the absence of the cause and fhis 
is nothing but contradication with perception,’ 

Next (is explained) contradiction with inference) The res 
triction of pleasure and pain ‘is due to the restriction of the 
quality. (viz. internal effort) in (the self of ) a person: (That is, 
only a person whose self is characterised by an-interna} effort 
for pleasure or pain experiences pleasure and pain.) Only a 
conscious person who becomes aware that pleasure is ro be 
produced .by (some particular) means and ‘being. desirous of 
attaining (the pleasure) strives to get the means for it can have 


the sensation of pleasure, and not one who:is the opposite (2... 


who does not act in the above manner). Again, one who be- 
comes aware that pain is to be“produced by (some particular) 
means and being desirous of avoiding: (the pain), strives to 
avoid the means for it does not have the sensation of pain, and 
not one who ig the opposite. But it is a fact that sometimes 
pleasure and patn are restricted to (i.z. produced) the different 
conscious.pcrsons even without such internal effort, (when the 
cause of pleasure or pain appears suddenly and there is no 
scope for the person’s deliberation). It is thus inferred that 
(the sudden pleasure or pain which is not due to interna! effort) 
must be due to the restriction (iz. presence) of some other 
quality (viz. edrs#a) of the conscious self. If the sensations of 
pleasure and pain are (admitted to be) independent of adrsta, 
the (above) inference becomes contradicted. ‘The other quality 
(of the self, established by the above inference) is called adrsta 
(lit. unseen) because itis imperceptible.” It is also not restrict- 
ed (to` a particular point of time), because no specific point of 
time for the production of its result (can be cited beforehand 
and as such, it can be the cause of sudden pleasure and pain). 
Besides, (the other qualities of the self like) kriowledge, (internal 
effort) etc. are destroyed (in the third moment after produc- 


tion). (Thus, they cannot be the cause.of sudden pleasure and 
‘ I i 
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pain at a later period). 

Next (is explained) contradiction with verbal testimony. 
There are (fdstra-s embodying) the various. precepts of the rsi-s 
concerning the performance. or avoidance. of different acts. The 
results of these precepts are.the different persons’ being enga- 
ged to (the pious acts)—i.¢, performing (them), according to the 
persons’ caste (varna) and ‘stage of life’ (atrama) as well as'their 
being prevented from (the harmful acts)-—t.c. avoiding (them). 
These two (forms of activity, viz. being engaged.to and being 
prevented from ceremonies, prescribed by `4äãstra-s) are in con- 
tradiction with the view that there is neither virtue nor 
vice and the sensations of pleasure. and pain of the persons are 
not duc to adrsja. (That is, if there is neither virtue-nor vice, 
nobody would either perform the pious acts or. refrain from the 
harmful ones.) 

Therefore, the views that the production of the body is not 
dependent upon adysta and that the sensations of pleasure and 
pain are not due to adrsta are only some false notions of the 
most sinful ones. 


Here ends the section on body being produced by dharma and adharma 
(darira-ady stants padyatva-prakarana)' 


Second. ahnika of the third chapter ends. 
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L ONA GENERAL EXAMINATION OF ACTIVITY AND EVIL 


Bhāşya : After (the critical examination of) the mind, acti- 
vity (praoriti) is to be examined critically. But, then, all that 
has been already said under the critical examination of ‘what 
is the substratum of dharma and adharma’ (1.2. the self), and also 
of the bady (Sariva), comprises nothing but the critical examina: 
tion of pravyiti. Implying this, Gautama says— 

Siva 1: Pravytti is as has been already discussed. 

ffav. LIH 
Bhasya : (Pracriti is) also critically examined in the same way 
(12. by what has already been said under the critical examina- 
tion of the self and the body). 

Let, then, there be the critical examination of evil (dosa) 
which comes after prauytti (in the list of prameza-s). Fo this, 
Gautama says— 

Sétra 2: Similar is the case with evils. . /] iv. 1.2 J} 

Bhagya : (The evil too) are critically examined in the same 
way (as pravrttt). 

The following and the like have been asserted in respect of 
the evils. (The evils) are the qualities of the self, for they share 
a common substratum with knowledge (buddhi). They are the 
causes leading to worldly existence, for they are the causes of 
pravztti and have the capability of leading to rebirth. They 
appeat in a stream without any beginning, for the state of 
worldly existence (of the living beings) also is withouc any 
beginning. False knowledge is removed. by right knowledge 
and when false knowledge is removed, there is a complete 

annihilation of the stream of attachment (raga) and aversion 
(dvesa). Ultimately, then, there is liberation.. This is why the 
evils are said to be ‘characterised by origin and destruction’ 
(pridurbhava-tirodhina-dharmaka). l 
Here ends the section on a general examination of activity and evil 
(pranttti-doSa- sam@nya-pariksa-prakarana) 
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II. ON THE THREEFOLDNESS OF EVIL 


Bhäşya : It has been said (in Nydya-sitra i. 1. 18) that “evils: 
are of the nature of the causes of activity”. There are, how- 
ever, others -of the same nature—viz. self-conceit (mana), envy 
(trspa}, malice (asūyā), doubifulness (vietkitsa), selfishness (mat- 
sara) and the like. Why is it that they are not mentioned ? 
To this, Gautama says— 

Sutra 3: They (i.e. evils) are of three categories [only], 

because attachment (raga), aversion (dvesa) and ignorance 

(moha) are mutually different. fl iv. L3 ff 
Bhāsya : The said evils have (i.e. can be grouped under). three 
classes, i.¢. three categories. The category of atrachment 
includes sexual desire (tama), selfishness (matsara}, longing for 
acquiring others’ property (sptha), craving for the enjoyment 
of pleasures (irsn@) and greed (lobha). The category of.aversion 
includes anger (krodha), envy (iripa), malice (asilya), longing for, 
Zama. injury (droha) and: intolerance (amarsa). The category 
of ignorance includes illusory cognition (mithya-jnana), doubt- 
fulness (vicikitsa), self-conceit (māna) and negligence of duty 
(bramāda). .Thus, there being three distinct categories of evil 
(in which self-conceit etc. are included), the other ones are not 
mentioned, 

(Objection) But, then, the threefoldness of (cvils) becomes 
unjustified, because the essentia) characteristic of the three is 
the same. (Answer) No, it is not unjustified, because there is 
mutual difference in attachment, aversion and ignorance, Thus 
attachment is of the nature of ‘undue adherence’ (asakti), ies 
sion is of the nature of ‘absence of tolerance’ (amarga) and igno- 
rance is of the nature of false knowledge. : 

These (three classes of evil) are internally perceived by all 
the living beings. Thus, when attachment is produced, a living 
being cognises it in the form ‘the quality of attachment exists 
in my self.’ He also determines the absence of attachment in 


NS-36 


282 Nyāya-sñtra iv. 1.6 
the (same) form: the quality of attachment does not’exist iñ 
my self. Similar is the case with the other two (viz. aversion 
and ignorance). 

(Evils like) self-conceit, envy, malice, and others are not 
mentioned, because they come under‘any one of the three 
categories. f 

Sūtra 4 : (Objection) No (i:e. attachment, aversion and. 

ignorance are not different), because they ‘all have a 

single annihilator (pratyantka). /} iv. 1.4} 

Bhasya : (Objection) Attachment, aversion and ignorance are 
not different entities. Why ? Because they have a single 
annihilator. The annihilator of all'the: three classes of evils 
is one and the same, namely, ‘right knowledge’ (tettvajidna) 
which is (variously known as) ‘correct understanding’ (sampan- 
mati), ‘noble wisdom’ (aryaprajnd) and ‘true awareness’ (sambo- 
dha). 

_Siitra 5 : (Anwer) (The ground given by the opponent 

for the identity of attachment, aversion and ignorance) 

is not a valid ground, because of irregularity. }/'iv. 1.5 // 
Bhasya : (Answer) The black colour. etc. of earth have a single 
annihilator, because (they are’ all destroyed by) a single con- 
junction with fire. (The new colour etc. of earth) produced 
by conjunction with the fire also have a single cause (for their 
. production). 
Thus, there being ‘mutual difference’ (arthdntara-bhava) {in 
attachment, aversion and ignorance)— ; 
Sūtra6 : Ignorance ‘is the most sinful (i.v. fatal) of the 
three (evils), because the other two evils (viz, attach- 
ment and aversion) are not produced in one who is not 
under ignorance. . /fiv- 1:6//. 
Bhasya : Ignorance is sinful or (rather) more sinful. (The word 
papiydn, an adjective in the comparative degree) has been used 
(in the siiva) considering, (the evils as groups af ) twe [viz, 
(i) attachment and ignorance; (i) aversion and ignorance.. 
Why (is ignorance considered to be the most sinful one) ? 
Because. the other two. are not produced in one who is not 


undér ignorance. Attachment and aversion are not produced 
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in respect of one who is not under ignorance; but they-are pro- 
duced, according to the respective deliberation (samkalpa), onl 
in relation to one who is under ignorance: The deliberation 
which make one attracted to objects (of pleasurc)}are the caus A 
of attachment and those” which make one repulsive to iiiu 
(producing pain) are the causes of aversion. None of mete 
forms of deliberation is. anything different from ignorance Be 
sa (2.¢. the deliberations) are of the nature of false Rencwlheaie 
his is why attachment and aversi i ing’ 
aes version (are said to) spring ‘from , 
When ignorance is removed by right knowledge, attachment 
and aversion also cease to come into being and thus the fact 
of their having a single anmihilator is justified, Consideri $ 
all these, it has already been explained (in Nyaya-siira i at 
that liberation is attained through right knowledge ea 3 
previous one in the series of ‘suffering, birth, rea evil oa 
faise knowledge’ is removed as a consequence of the ein f 
the one immediately following it. H 
_ But if (ignorance is admitted to be the cause of attach 
and aversion) it would follow—' oi 
Sutra 7 : (Objection) Thac (ignorance is something) other 
than evil, because of its ‘cause-effect relation’ (nmilta- 
natmillika-bhava) (with evils like atrachment and aversion) 
Bhasya : (Objection) (It is observed that) the RR eal i 
something different from (the effect) and also, that the a A 
Vaa is something different from (the cause), Therefore. 
ignorance is something other than evil, because it is the cau ji 
of evils (like attachment and aversion). x 
Sittra ð : (Answer) No (i.e. ignorance cannot be said to 
be something other than evil), because ignorance is 
covered by the definition of evil. fiv. 1:87) 
Bhisya : (Answer) Ignorance is included in the category of evil 
in accordance with the general definition of evil, namely, te > 
are of the nature of the causes of activity’. ae 
Sutra 9 : (Answer continued) Besides, the refutation (given 
by the opponent in satra 7 above) is not justified, because 
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the cause-effect relation can subsist in objects ofthe 
same kind. jix. 1.9%) 
Bhdsya : (Answer continued) Various forms of substances and 
qualities are observed to be due to cause-effect relation among 
substances or qualities of the same kind. 


Here ends the section on the threefoldness of evil 
(do sa-Wwairasyu-prakarayz) 


II. ON THE CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF REBIRTH 


Bhd sya : After evil, rebirth js to be critically examined. 

(Objection) Rebirth is not logically possible, because the self 
is eternal, (It is never observed that) something which is eter- 
nal comes into being or dies. Thus,/the self being eternal, 
birth and death cannot be justified (in relation to it). And re- 
birth is nothing but these two taken together. 

(In answer to the above), Gautama reiterates (in the follow- 
ing sūtra) the conclusion already proved (under Nyĝya-sütra iii. 
1,186 }— 

Sitra 10 = Rebirth is setually established because of the 

eternality of the self. Iiis. 1.10// 

Bhāsya : The eternal self departs (praiti), i.e. leaves behind its 
previous body (and it is in this sense that the self) dies. After 
such a death, i.e. after leaving behMid the previous body, the 
self comes into being or becomes born (in the sense that it) 
takes up a different body. Both these (special forms of death 
and birth in the case of the self) have already been explained 
under the siiva: ‘rebirth is being born again’ (Nyaya-sitra 1.1.19). 
Thus, rebirth (for the self) means taking up a different-body 
after the previous onc has been discarded. And this is possible 
only on the (admission that the self is) éternal. (That is, birth 
and death in the case of the self are to be taken in special sen- 
ses; and not in the ordinary senses as the opponent wrongly 
thinks.) 

“The view of one (ie. the Buddhist sect known as Vainasika) 
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who admits actual birth and death of the self (sativa) is vitiated 
by the absurdities of ‘not acquiring the result of an action per- 
formed’ (kytakana) and ‘acquiring the result of an action not 
performed’ (akrta-abkpagama). 

For those who -subscribe to the ‘doctrine that, in death, the 
self too perishes’ (ucchedavdda) or to the ‘doctrine that the self 
too is caused’ (hetuaada), the precepts of the sages became mean- 
ingless. 

But, then, how are (the. body etc.) produced ? (To this, 
Gautama says) — 

Sūtra 11 : “Manifested objects’ (makta) appear from mani- 

fested (elements), because it is established by perception. 

i Jiv. 141 ff 

Bhasya : In what manner, and from what kind of cause are 
produced the manifested objects hke the body and others ? 
Manifested substances like body, senses, sense-objects, materials 
(for the body etc.) and their substratuim—the existence of which 
are established by pramdna—are produced from (the atoms of) 
earth and the like (7.2. water, fire and air) which are manifes- 
ted, called by the term dhita, very minute, and eternal. Mani- 
fested means ‘perceptible by senses’. The causes (i.e. the atoms, 
though really imperceptible) are also said to be manifested 
because of their similarity with those (perceptible objects pro- 
duced fram the atoms). What is the point of similarity ? ' {The 
point of similarity is) the possession of qualities like colour ete, 
The body as characterised by the qualities of colour and the 
like is produced from the eternal (atoms of) earth and others 
which too are characterised by (the same) qualities of colour 
and the like. 

(Now is explained the expression :) “because it is established 
by perception”. It is observed that, from the elements of carth 
and others which are characterised by the qualities of colour 
and the like, is produced a substance of a similar nature (i.e. 
as characterised by the. qualities of colour ete, ) On the basis 
of this (observed fact) is inferred (the existence of) the imper- 
ceptible (atoms as characterised by different qualities), It is 
inferred that the imperceptible and eternal atoms of earth and 
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others are the (ultimate) causes, for ir is obierved that the qua- 
lities of colour etc. are invariably present in both the ‘material 
cause” (prakyti)'as well as the ‘effect shapéd out of it’ (vikyti). 
Sutra 12 : (Objection) No (i.e. one manifested object: is 
not produced from another manifested object), because 
one jar is not produced from another‘jar. j}iv 1:12 /} 
Bhagya : (Objection) This also (i.e. the opposite of what Gautama 
has said in sēra 11 above) is proved by perception. _It.is never 
observed that-one manifested jar is produced from another 
manifested jar. (Thus, it follows) that the cause (of a manifeés- 
ted object) is not itself manifested, because a manifested object 
is not observed to be produced from another manifested object. 
‘Silva 13 + (Answer) The refutation-(by the opponent in 
‘the preceding sūtra) is not justified, because a jar (though 
not produced from another jar) is produced from a mani. 
‘fested (cause, viz. the potsherd). // iv. 1.13-/} 
Bhasya.: (Answer) We do not say that every object is the cause 
of another (identical) object. (We only'say that)’ whenever a 
manifested substance is produced, it is produced from a similar 
one (ië. a manifested material cause), Thus, the ‘object from 
which a jar is produced is a manifested substance made of éarth 
known’as potsherd (kapala). The view of one who denies this 
(well-observed cause-effect relation between two manifested 
objects) can never be acceptable: to anyone. Therefore, this 
(ie. the view of Gautama) is the only right conclusion. 
Here:ends the section on the critical examination of rebirth 
(pretyabhave- pari! sa-prakevana) 
Es » Zrii 
i 


IV. ON THE VIEW THAT NON-EXISTENCE IS THE 
j MATERIAL CAUSE l 


-Bhägya : After this (z: after the discussion of Gautama’s 
own view); the views. of ‘philosophers opposing’ (Gautama) 
(prdvdduka) are now shown— 

Siva 14 : (Objection) The existerit is produced from non.. 
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existence, because it does not come into being ‘without 

destroying’ (anupamydya) (the cause). -{} iv. 1.14 J) 
Bhatya : (Objection) The.thesis (of the opponent) is this :.the 
existent is produced from non-existence. Why? Because (the 
existent) comes into being after destroying (the cause). The 
sprout comes into being only after destroying the seed, and not 
without destroying it, If, the destruction of the seed is not 
(admitted to be) the cause of the sprout, let, then, there be the 
production of the sprout even when the seed has not been des- 
troyed. (That is, it follows that the material cause of the sprout 
is the non-existence of the seed). 

To the above contentian of the opponent, the answer is 
given (as follows)— ° 

Sutra 15 (Answer) The statement (that the effect comes 

into being after destroying the cause) ig not plausible, 

because of contradiction (vpaghdta). ff iv. 1.15 jj 
Bhasya : (Answer) The statement that (the effect} comes into 
being after destroying (the cause) is not justified, because of 
contradiction. Ie is not possible that what destroys would come 
into being after the act of destroying (takes place), for it must 


‘be present already (even before the act of destroying). Again, 


(it is also not possible that) what comes into being (after the 
act of destroying)-—i.¢. what is yet to be produced and (there- 
fore) absent (until the act of destroying takes place)—would 


be.able to perform the act of destroying. 


Sura 16: (Objection) No (ie. the statement of the 
opponent, which is rejected by Gautama in the prece- 
ding siira is really possible), because ‘terms expressing 
the relation between a noun and a verb’ (karakasabda, 
e.g. terms like kariy or agent and karman or object) are 
applied to even what is destroyed (atita) or yet to be 
produced (andgaia). (That is, an ‘entity in spite of 
being absent at that moment is often referred to as the 
agent or the:object of a particular action.) //iv 1.16 /} 
Bhasya: (Objection) Terms expressing the relation between a 
noun: and a verb are even applied to objects which are des- 
troyed, yet, tobe produced and absent (at a particular time 
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and place). Thus, there are found many figurative (bhākta) 
uses (in respect of an object that is absent), such as : a son will 
be born, rejoicing at the son who will be born, selects a name 
for the son who will be born, a jar was produced, feels sorry’ 
for the jar which had been broken, (these are) the potsherds of 
a jar which had been broken, and sons who.are yet to be born 
are causing grief to the father, 

What is this figurativeness (iz. what is the basis of the 
figurative use in the opponent's statement, viz. the sprout 
comes out after destroying the seed)? (The basis of) the fiigu- 
rative use is succession (dnantarya). On the basis of the succe- 
ssion (between the production of sprout and the destruction of 
seed), (the statement that the sprout comes out after destroying 
the seed) means that the sprout appears only after the destruc- 
tion of the seed. Thus, when it is said “the future sprout des- 
trays the seed’, (the seed is said to be) the-agent (of the act of 
destroying) only in a figurative sense. 

Sūtra 17 : (Answer) No (i.e. even admitting that the oppo- 

nent’s statement is justified in a figurative sense, it 

cannot be admitted that the existent is produced from 
non-existence), because (a sprout) is never produced 

from (a seed which is) destroyed. // iv, 1.17 j} 

Bhasya : (Answer) A sprout is never produced from a secd which 


is destroyed and as such, (it cannot be admitted that) the 


existent is produced from. non-existence. 
Sūtra 18 : (Answer continued). (The view of the oppo- 
nent, however, is) mot (totally) refuted, because it 
mentions (the correct) order (of the two. phenomena, viz. 
the destruction of the seed and the production of the 
sprout), // iv. 2.18 // 
Bhasya : (Answer continued) Order /krama) means the invari- 
ability of (the relation) of ‘priority and posteriority’ (paurvapar- 
3a) between the destruction (of the seed) and the production (of 
the sprout), and this has been mentioned (by the opponent) as 
the ground (proving) that the existent is produced from non- 
existence. Such an order, however, is not denied (by Gautama) 
(Thus, Gautama only denies the claim that such an order 


Nydya-stitra iv; 1.19 289 


proves that non-existence of the seed is the material cause of 
the sprout.) 

A (new) substance 1s produced when a different ‘compact 
shape’ (vyitha) is formed by the component parts (of-any sub- 
Stance) after they have disintegrated and the former compact 
shape (representing the old substance) has disappeared; (a new 
substance is not produced) simply from non-existence. Thus, 
the component parts of the seed lose their former compact 
shape when movement is produced in them by some cause and 
they give rise to a different (or new) compact shape, from 
which new compact shape, again, is produced the sprout. (This 
is tobe admitted), for it is observed that the causes for the pro- 
duction of the sprout are, in fact, the component parts (of the 
seed) and their mutual conjunctions (forming a different com- 
pact shape). The component parts of the seed cannot form a 
new compact shape so Jong as their previous compact shape 
does not disappear and thus is justified the order or the invari- 
ability of the relation of priority and posteriority between the 
destruction (of the seed) and the production (of the sprout), 
Therefore, (it cannot be admitted that) the existent is produced 
from non-existence. 

The (material) cause for the production of the sprout is no- 
thing but the component parts of the seed and hence is justified 
the: rule that (one desirous of a sprout) invariably collects a 


seed, 


Here ends the section on the view thar non-exlatence is the material cause 
(fiinyalA-upad ana-prakerana) 


V. ON THE REFUTATION OF THE VIEW THAT 
GOD ALONE IS THE CAUSE 


Bhasya ; Now, others say— 
Sitra 19: (Objection) God (alone) is the cause, for an 


NS.37 
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action of a, person is (sometimes) observed to be without 


result. /fiv. 1.19}/ 
Bhdgya » (Objection) ‘A man -performing an action (for some 
desired end) docs not necessarily attain the result of his action. 
From this it is inferred that the attainment of the result of an 
action (performed by) a:person is dependent -upon samcthing 
other (than the action itself). And (the. being) on whom de- 
pends (the attainment of the result) is God. ‘Therefore, God 
(alone) is.the cause. (That is,-it is to be.admitted that there is 
an almighty supreme being or God who} according to His own 
will, creates or destroys the world’ and dispenses the results. of 
actions to different living beings.) } : 
Sutra 20 : (Answer) No (i.e. God alone—as independent 
of the actions of the living beings—is not-the cuse of 
the world), because no result is produced in the absence 
of actions performed. by the living beings. ffiv. 1.20/] 
Bhasya : (Answer) If the “attainment of: the results (of actians) 
were dependent upon (i.2. due to) God alone, the results would 
have been produced even without any effort on the part of the 
living beings. Pre ; 
Séitra 21: (Answer continued) (The ground in the pre- 
ceding sittra, viz. because no result is produced in the 
absence of actions performed by the living beings) is not 
(to be taken as) a ground (establishing that only the- act- 
ion of the living beings—excluding God—is the cause of 
the world), because (the attainment of the results of 
actions by the living beings) is due tó: (the discretion: of) 
God. jfiv. 1.21// 
Bhasya-: (Answer continued) When. God looks kindly upon the 
action of a person—i.e. when: God (helps) to bring about the 
result (of a person’s action), (he attains the result of his action). 


When God does not (help) to bring about (the result of a per- 
son’s action), the action. of a person produces no result. Thus, 
‘(the attainment of the result ofa person's action) being due to 
(the discretion) of God, (the ground of the preceding sūtra, viz.) 
‘because no result is produced in the absence of actions perfor- 
med by the living beings’ is not (to be taken as) a ground (esta- 
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blishing that only” the action. of-the living bai éxcluding 
God is the cause ar the wai ii i aae 
~ God is a distinct form of: self ‘differentiated (from’ the ordi 
nary selves) by certain qualities, (God is to be admitted xii i 
tie nature of the self, because) God cannot be logical! inte ne 
ii any lass other than . the class of self. (That is Goa č 7 b 
likened to no other prameya except self or ãiman ) Thu Ae i 
isa distinct form of self differentiated (from the ordinar j 3 ‘ 
by the absence of vice (adharmo), false knowledge.and as 
ness (pramdaia) as well as by the possession of virtue (dh sai, 
(eternal)-right knowledge, - carefilness (samadhi) and saint 
ments (rampad). The results of God's ‘virtue and eft ne 
are the eight kinds of “accomplishments like the ‘sy Ais se 
Power of becoming as minute as an atam’ (animan) a a 
virtue of God which comes abour in accordance with a d = 
beration (and is not produced, asin the case of ordin ais 
sons, by external actions) Jeads the aggregates of ae ae 
vice present in the various individual selves and the a z 
elements like earth etc., (to activity for the creation iea 
world). Thus, as the result of God’s own action js to be ao 
his power of creating the world at the very moment He'h oe 
willand’ hence,:the rule that one always attains the sii 
one’s o action, -= i itabi 7 
“ag ie action would nor be inapplicable (to the case of 
i Moreover; God is just like a trusted (friend to all the living _ 
beings). A father (is affectionate) to his‘awn children (wi “ire 
any self-interest). Similar is the case with God who isita 
(an afftetionate) father to all the living beings (in the ei a 
God cannot be inclùded jn any class other than the be vi 
self. No other quality except knowledge can be lo icall me E 
ħed to be the probans for proving God’s existence j i araa 
established by scriptura] sayings that-God js the $ 5 5 
(drastr) (of all), the knower (boddhr) (of all) and itie 
(sarvajnaty). Who can, therefore, logically’ claim that Cod 
who is inferred through the Probantia proving the exist a 
the self, viz. knowledge and the. like—is Histara en as " 
pakhyo) and beyond the purview of Perception, beeen 
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verbal testimony ? (That is, the doctrine that God is indeter- 
minate and devoid of all qualities cannot be accepted, because 
God, being of the nature of self, must possess the qualities of 
knowledge etc.) 3 

If it is admitted that God engages Himself (for the creation 
of the world) without taking into account the attainments of 
the results (of the living beings) own actions, there would 
follow all the charges that have already been pointed out 
against the view that the creation of the body is not dependent 
upon adysfa (cf. Nydya-siitra iii. 2.60). (That is, the world is 
created by God, not in an arbitrary, manner but in accordance 
with the adysfa-s of the living beings produced by their actions), 


Here ends the section on the refutation of the view that God 


alone ia the cause 
(kevala-tSvara-kāraņatā-nirākaraņa-prakaraņā) 


VI. ON THE VIEW THAT OBJECTS ARE ACCIDENTAL 


Bhasya : Now, someone else says— 
Sūtra 22 : (Objection) The existent entities are produced 
from ‘no efficient cause’ (animitia) (i.e. are produced with- 
‘out any efficient cause), because the sharpness of a thorn 
and the like are observed (to be so). j/ iv. 1.22 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) The body etc. are produced without an 
efficient cause. Why? ‘Because the sharpness of a thorn and 
the like are observed (to be so). As for ‘instance, it is observed 
that (the effects like) the sharpness of a thorn, the variegated 
colour of the minerals in the mountain and the hardness of the 
rock are without any efficient cause, and have only material 
causes. Similar is the case with the creation.of the body etc. 
Sutra 23: (Answer given by others} (It cannot be argued 
that an effect is produced) without an efficient cause, 
inasmuch as no-efficient-cause (że. the absence of the 
efficient cause itself) becomes an efficient cause. 


Jl iv. 1.23 If 
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Bhasya : {Answer given:by others) It has been said (by theoppo- 
nent in the preceding sitra) that the existent entities are pro- 
duced fram ‘no efficient cause’. An efficient cause, however, is 
only that from which an effect is produced. Thus, (the oppo- 
nent Canont argue that) the production of the existent entities 
is without an efficient cause, for it follows (from the statement 
of the opponent himself) that no-efficient-cause is the efficient 
cause (of an effect). 

Sutra 24 ;(Gautama’s answer) (The answer given in the 

previous stra) is not a proper refutation, because there 

is difference between ‘efficient cause’ (te. the admission 

of an efficient cause) and ‘no efficient cause’ (i.e. the 

denial of an efficient cause). // iv. 1.24 Jf 
Bhagya.: (Gautama's answer) The (admission of) an efficient 
cause and the denial of an efficient cause are but quite diffe- 
rent things. A denial can never imply (the admission of) what 
is actually sought to be denicd, just as, when the possibility of 
water is negated by saying that the gourd-vessel does not. con- 
tain water, it (can, in no way, be construed as implying that) 
there is water. (Thus, the denial of an efficient cause can, in 
no way, be understood as implying the admission of an efficient 
cause). 

~ The doctrine under discussion (viz. effects have no efficient 

cause) does not differ from the doctrine—(already discussed 
under Nydya-sittya iti, 2.60%)—that the creation of the body 
etc, has no efficient cause in the from of adys/2. Thus, due to 
its (te. of the doctrine being discussed here) identity with (the 
doctrine previously discussed), the present doctrine is to be con- 
sidered refuted simply by the refutation of that (previous) 
doctrine. 


Here ends the section on the view that objects are accidental 
(akasmikatoa-prakarana ) : 
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‘WIT, ON THE REFUTATION. OF THE VIEW THAT 
ALL OBJECTS ARE NON-ETERNAL 


‘Bhasya:: Others, however, think that 
Salra 25 : (Objection) All objects are: hon-eternal, becau- 

- se they have the properties of ‘being | ‘produced’ (uipatti) 
and ‘being destroyed’ (vindsa). jiv. 1.257) 5 
Bhāşya : (Objection) What exactly is méant by ‘non'etèrnal’ ? 
That which exists during ‘some limited period’ (kadácit) only 
(and hot always) is non-tternal. An object-having the property 
of being produced does not exist so long as it is not produced, 
and:an object having the property of being destroyed: does not 
‘exist after it has beén? destroyed. What, ágain, is meant by 
‘all. objects’ 7 ? (The expression “all objects’) signifies the mate: 
rial objects like the body etc. as well as the non. material objecté 
like knowledge etc. Both, kinds (of objects) are ascertained as 
‘haying the properties.of ‘being produced’ and ‘being destroyed”.. 

“Therefore, alj objects are non-eternal. é 
Sūtra 26: (Answer) No (ne. it cannot be gaid that every- 
thing is rion-eternal), because the “non-cternality’ (of all” 
objects, advocated by the opponent) is itself eternal, 
RA t Hie iy 
Bhäjya : (Answer) If it is (admitted) that the ‘non-eternality’ of 
‘all objects itself is eternal; it cannot be [argued] that all objects 
“arè non- eternal, because of the eternality of the sdid ‘non-eter- 
nality’ itself: 
If, on the other hand, it is (admitted that-the ‘non-cterna- 
lity’ of all objects) itself is non-eternal, all objects would beco- 
me eternal when that. ‘non-cternality’ [of all objects} ceases’to 


\ 


exist. 
Sitra 27': (Objection). The ‘non: ‘eternality’ (of all objects) 
itself is non-cternal [and is destroyed] just like fre which, 
after destroying the things capable of burning, is itself 
destroyed. jfiv. 1.27}] . . 

Bhasya : [Objection] The ‘non-eternality’ [of all objects} also 

is non-eternal. How? Just as fire, after destroying the things 
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capable of burning, -iş itself.destroyed, so also is the case with 
the ‘non-eternality’ ofall objects which. is itself destroyed after 
destroying all [von-eternal] objects. _ ie 

Stra 28.: [Answer] An eternal entity cannot be denied, 

because (the eternality or non-¢ternality.of an entity) is 

determined according as it is ascertained to be. (by pra- 

mana-3), fjiv. t 128 /)° 
Bhasya : [Answer] This ‘doctrine (of the opponent) rejects the 
reality.ef an eternal entity. But such rejection of an eternal 
entity ig nat justified. Why? Becapse (the eternality or non- 
eternality-of an entity). is determined according as ijt is ascer- 
tained to be. An entity which is ascertained, with the help of 
pramana-s,to be characterised by the properties of being pro- 
duced and being destroyed is non-cternal, while an entity 
which is not ascertained (to be so) is the opposite (ie. eternal). 
It is not- ascertained by sramdna-s that the-properties of being 
produced and being destroyed characterise (any of the entities 
like) the very minute particles of the elements (bhūta) (i.e. the 
atoms), @kasa, time (kéla), space (dis), self, mind, some of their 
qualities, universal (sdmanya), particularity (vifesa).and inhere- 
nce.(samavaya). Therefore, all these are (to be- admitted as) 
eternal]. 

Here ends the sectiqn on the refutation of the view that 
all objects are non-erernal 
(sarva-anityatva-nirakarana-~prakorqn1) 


VIH., ON THE REFUTATION OF THE VIEW THAT- 
ALL OBJECTS ARE ETERNAL 


Bhasya.; Here is another of.the ‘views subscribing exclusively 
to a single alternative’ (ekduig-vdda) (e.g. ‘objects are only non- 
eternal’ ar cobjects are only eternal’ etc.)— Re 

Sifra 29; (Objection) -All objects are eternal, because the 

five material elements are eternal. ` /jiv. 1.29}} 
Bhdsya : (Objection) All these (i.2. the various objects like a jar, 
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a piece of cloth etc.) are nothing but (of the nature of) material 
elements which, however, are eternal, because the absolute 
destruction of the material elements is not logically justified. 
Sülra 30: (Answer) No (ie. all objects are not eternal), 
because the causes for the production and the desiruc- 
tion (of objects like the jar etc.) are actually observed. 
ffiv. 1.30}} 
Bhasya : (Answer) The cause for the production (of an effect) as 
well as the cause for the destruction (of an effect) are actually ob- 
served. (On the admission’ that) all objects are eternal, there 
will be a contradiction with this (fact established by observa- 
tion). 
Silva 31 : (Objection) (The refucation given‘ in the previ- 
ous sūtra) is nota proper refutation, because (all the objec- 
ts) possess the ‘specific characteristic’ (laksana) of the 
(five eternal) materia] elements. //iv. 1.31// 
Bhagya : (Objection) An object—the causes for the production 
and the destruction of which, you think, are actually observed 
—is not perceived to be a different entity devoid of the specific 
characteristic of the (five eternal) material elements. Thus, 
(even) an object (allegedly non-eternal) is (to be considered as) 
essentially identical with nothing but the material elements 
(and hence, as eternal), inasmuch as it also contains the specific 
characteristic of the material elements. Therefore, the refuta- 
tion (given in sūtra 30) is not logical. 
Stra 32 : (Answer) No (i.e. al? objects are not eternal), 
because the production (of the jar etc.) and also, the 
cause for their production are actually observed. 
jf iv. 1.32 /) 
Bhajya : (Answer) It is perceived that the same kind of (specific) 
qualities as are present in the (material) cause are produced (in 
the effect also) and that there is a cause (for such production of 
qualities). These two (i.e. production of qualities and its cause) 
are not possible in respect of an eternal entity. The perception 
-of the production (of qualities) and its cause also cannot be 
denied. Nor can there be any perception which is without 
any object. ‘Thus, on the. strengh of the perception (of the 
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production of qualities in the effect and its cause), it is inferred 
that(a different entity in the form of) the effect, which is en- 
dowed with ibg same kind of (specific) qualities as are present 
iH the (material) cause, has been produced. And such an effe t 
ie the object of the perception (in the farm ‘it jg a jar’ åt is 
piece of cloth’, and so on). This is how the presente af ne 
specific characteristic {of the material élements in the ick 
like the jar etc.) is justified. (That is, though the effect prod i 
ced is a different entity, it shares the specific Banting: st 
the material elements, only because the Material elements 2 
its material causes, and the specific qualities of the dat 
cause produce the same in the effect also. Thus, there is a 
ground for the opponents conténtion that the effects like ak 
Jar etc.—since.they also contain the specific characteristic a 
e material elenents—are to be viewed as essentially iii ] 
with the five eternal material elements and hence, eternal a 
FE effort on the part of a knower (e. an ititelligent ie 
guided to action by (the assumption that) there es ti, 
causes for the production and the destruction (of the jar eB 
is also observed, (Thus, the practical activity of an Hagen 
person also proves the non-cternality of some objects) anh 
Moreover, the ‘whole’ (avayavin) as characterised by the 
said (properties, viz. Origin and destruction) is cere aa 
(The reality of) the ‘whole’ as characterised by the proper l 
of origin and destruction (and also as distinct isha! mee 
aggregate of the parts or atoms) has already been lop; ie 
established (under Nydya-saire ìi. 1.33ff), ie 
Besides, (the probantia) do not pervade sound (‘abd 
action (karman) and knowledge (buddhi) etc. (The PEAS fc 
mentioned by the opponent for proving the eternalit abi 
objects) are ‘because of the tternality of the five Ae 
ments? and ‘because of the possession of the specific charact as 
tic of the material elements’. But these do not pervad so 
entities like sound, action, knowledge} pleasure pain an i 
aversion and internal effort (which are not material use pe 
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have the said specific characteristic). Therefore, these proban- 
tia are irregular (and do not prove the eternality, of all objects). 

(Objection) If it be argued that (the perception of the causes 
for production and destruction) is a false cognition, just like 
the false knowledge of an object in a dream ? -(Answer) Simi- 
lar may be the case with the perception of the material elements. 
(Objection. explained) (It may be said) that, just.as, inadieam, 
there is the false experience ofan object (that-does not actually 
exist there), so also is there a false cognition of the causes for 
production and destruction (which, all objects. being :eternal, 


do not really exist). (Answer explained) If it be so, it js equally _ 


applicable to the perception of the material, eléments also. 

‘ Thus, there follows the absurdity that the perception -of earth 
etc: even is false just like the false knowledge of an object"in a 
dreara., 

(Objection) If it be argued that in the absence of earth etc., 
all practical activities would cease? (Answer) It is equally 
applicable to the, other case. If there also be no (real) object 
underlying the preception of the causes for production and 


` destruction (j.e, if the reality of the causes for production and 


destruction is not admitted), there would result the cessation 
of-all practical activities. 

In fact, the instance cited here-~-viz. just like the false knows 
ledge of an object in a dream—is not a proper ground (i.e. 
‘does not prove its point), because the (five) eternal ‘material 
elements) are imperceptible and also because, (in the oppo- 
nents view), origin and destruction cannot be the object. of 
(any right) perception. 

(Objection) Only some particular property: ofthe ‘basic 
material’ (upaddna) which is everlasting (avasthita) is destroyed 
and, again, only some particular property .(of the same) is 
produced. ‘Production’ and “destruction? (are spoken of) in 
relation to such (properties only and not in relation to the 
basic. material). The particular property which is (said to be) 
produced exists even before its production (as latent in-the 

basic material). And also, the particular property which is 
(said to be) destroyed, exists even after its destruction. (as 
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Jatent in the basic material). Thus, all the objects are (to be 
viewed as) eternal. (To this, Gautama answers)— 

Sutra 33 : (Answer) No (ie. the above view cannot 

be accepted), because, (in chat cast), the ‘respective 

difference’ (vyavasthd) (in certain cases) Cannot be justi- 

fied: // iv. 1.33 }/ “ 

Bhigya : (Answer) (If the opponent’s view is accepted), the 
respective difference (between production and destruction as 
expressed by) ‘this is-the production (of a property)’ and this’ 
is the, destruction (of a property)’ cannot be justified, because 
(both the properties)—the produced one and the destroyed 
one—are equally ever-present. 

There can also be no justification for the respective diffe- 
rence (as expressed by) ‘only this particular property is pro- 
duced: (and not’ any other)’ and ‘only this particular property 
is destroyed (and not any other)’, because there is no difference 
(sodar as) the presence of the properties is concerned, (That 
is, both the produced and the destroyed properties bein 
equally ever-present none can be spoken of as Bani 
produced’ or ‘exclusively destroyed’. ) i 4 

Moreover, the specific difference with reference to time— 
namely, ‘the production’ (of a property) or the ‘destruction 

(of a property) relates to this particular: point of time ‘and not 
to that particular point of time’—cannot be justified, because 
(a property, whether produced or destroyed,) remains always. 

Also,:the specific difference (between a property with oe 
duction and destruction and a property Er PE R aka 

destruction, as expressed in the form) ‘this particular property 
only has: been produced and destroyed, and not any other’ can 
not be justified, because they have no difference (due to the fact 

that beth of them remain always). : ` i 

Nor can the specific difference with reference to time—sguch 
as (this property existed. in) the past or (this property will exist 
in) the future—be justified, because existence (sadvatva) is indi- 
cative of a: relation with the Present time only. (That er 
the opponent’s view, all the Properties exist always.’ ‘This 
means that‘ they are always related to the Present nie and 
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hence, they can be spoken of as related to neither the past nor 
the future.) 

On the other hand, if it be (admitted) that production 
means' the appearaace of what had been previously absent 
and that destruction means the disappearance of what had 
been previously present, these charges can, be avoided. 
Therefore, the claim made by the opponent that (a property) 
exists even before its production and that it remains even after 
being destroyed is illogical. ` 

Here ends the section on the refutalion of the view that all objects 


are eternal 
(sarva-nitpatwa-niydkarana- prakarana) 


IX. ON THE REFUTATION OF THE VIEW THAT NO OBJECT 
IS A SINGLE ENTITY 


Bhdsya : Here is another of the views subscribing exclusively 
to a single alternative— 

Silva 34 : (Objection) Every object is (a collection of) 

separate entities, because a “term indicative of an objec’ 

{bhava-laksana) denotes (only a collection of) separate 

entities, (and not a single entity). // iv. 1.34 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) All objects are (only collections of) sepa- 
rate.entities. There is no object which is a single entity. Why ? 
Because a term indicative of an object denotes (only a collec- 
tion of) separate entities, (The expression bkdva-laksana means) 
what is indicative of an object or what speaks of (an object), 
Ze. the ‘term used for naming an object’ (semakhyd-Sabda) by 
which an object is indicated. (No-object can be viewed as a 
single entity), because such a term speaks of (only. a collection 
of) separate entities. All the terms used for naming an object 


express only a collection (of separate-enitities). Thus, the term 
kumbha used for naming (a jar) expresses nothing but a collec- 
tion (of the qualities of) smell, taste, colour and touch as well 
as a collection (of the different component parts like) the lower 
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portion, the sides, the neck and 30 on. This (t.e. the term kum- 
bha) is spoken of only as an instance. (That is, every term points 
to a collection of qualities and different component parts only, 
and as such, no object is to be viewed as a single entity). 
Stitra 35 : (Answer) No (Te. the opponent’s contention 
is not justified), becatse a single entity can be produced 
‘as endowed with many (kinds of) characteristics’ (ancka- 
laksanath=aneka-/ maha J-lakyanaih). J] iv, 1.35 i 
Bbhigya : (Answer) The compound in the expression aneka-laksa- 
naih is one in which the middle term $s elided. (Thus, in the 
present case, the term vidha is elided.) 
(The opponent’s view is not tenable), because a single entity 
(in the form of a jar) is produced as related to the qualities of 
smell etc, as well as the different component parts like the lower 
portion erc: A substance is something quite distinct from the 
‘qualities and the ‘whole’ also is something quite distinct from 
the component parts. (That is, a substance, being something 
over and above a mere aggregate of qualities and different 
component parts, cannot be viewed as a collection of separate 
entities.) The argument for both these conclusions has already 
been explained. (cf. Nydya-siiva i. 1.14, ji. 1.36 and iii, 1,62), 
Moreover.-— 
Sūra 36°: (Answer continued) (The view that an object 
is a single entity) is not refuted due to the very fact that 
aterm indicative of an object refers specifically to (a 
single entity). f/iv. 1.36// 
Bhasya ; (Answer continued) There is no ground for (the oppo- 
nent’s) denial, namely that no object is a single entity. Why? 
Because of the very fact that a term indicative of an object 
refers specifically to (a single entity), (It is observed that) a 
term indicative ofan object—which is nothing but a word used 
for naming it—refers specifically to a single entity, (as, for ins- 
tance, when one says}, “I touch a jar which I saw previously, 
T see the same jar as I touched previously.” (In such cases), 
one does not perceive just an aggregate of atoms. Thus, a mere 
aggregate of atoms js not really the object of the perception, 
and as such, that which is perceived must be a single entity. 
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(Objection) Tt has also been maintained (by. the Buddhists) 
that there is no object which is a single entity, because (every 
abject) represents an aggregate (samudaya). ‘ (Answer) Tf there 
be no single entity, there can also be no aggregate. (Objection 
explained) There is no object which is a single entity, because 
a term denoting an object is:used to express only.an aggregate 
(of several entities). (Answer explained) (In the Buddhist 
view), no single entity being logically possible, an aggregate 
too cannot be logically justified, -for an aggregate is only a 
éollection of several single entities. 

Thus, because of contradiction, the thesis that there is no 
single entity, (but only an aggregate) is not logically tenable. 
Thé very thing (i.e. a single entity)—the denial of which consti- 
tutes (the: opponent’s)” thesis—is actually adinitted (by the 
opponent): when (he) puts forward: (the following) as (his) 
ground : ‘because a term denoting an object is used to express’ 
only an aggregate’, for an aggregate is only a collection of 
several single entities. ' (That is, the statement of the thesis -is 
contradicted by-the statement of the ground.) And, again, on 
the basis of an aggregate (ie. as admitting the reality ofan 
aggregate), (the opponent) makes a statement (of the ground)— 
viz. because a term denoting an object is used to express only 
an aggregate; but, afterwards, the opponent denies the existen- 
ce of) each individual member constituting an aggregate by 
(stating the thesis that).there is no ‘object which is a single 
entity. (Thatis, the statement of the ground is, contradicted 
by the statement of the thesis). 

Thus, there being contradiction .in both ways, the view (of 
the Buddhists) is a ‘mere trifle’ (yat-kimbana-vada).. 

Bere ends the section on the wateBion of the view thac 
no object is a single entity 
(sarva-pithakive-nivakarana‘prakariga) 
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X. ON THE REFUTATION OF THE VIEW THAT 
ALL OBJECTS ARE NON-EXISTENT 


Bhasya : This, again, is another of the ‘views subscribing 
exclusively to a single alternative’ (ehanta-véda)— 
v- Siira 37 : (Objection) All is non-existent (abhdva=asat), 
because, among the positive entities, the mutual absence 
of one in the other is proved. /fiv. 1.37// 
Bhasya : (Objection ) AH the objects (as are sypposed to be) 


‘positive entities are (really) non-existent. Why? Because, 


among‘the positive entities, the mutual absence of one in the 
other is proved. ‘A cow, as identical with a horse, is non-exis- 
tent’, ‘A cow is not a horse’, ‘A horse, as identical with a cow, 
is non-existent’, “A horse is not a cow’—-in this way, a term 
denoting a positive entity and an apprehension (pratyaya) in the 
form ‘itis non-existent’ or (a term) negating (the reality of a 
thing) are observed to have ‘grammatical agreement’ (sémdna- 
dhikaranya) and as such, alt objects must be non-existent, 

(Vatsydyana’s answer to the opponent) (The view of the 
opponent is) illogical, because there is contradiction between 
the two terms comprising the statement of thesis (viz. sarvam 
abhavah), and. also, between the thesis and the ground. 

(The first form’ of contradiction is explained as follows). 
The term sarve signifies thé countlessness (asesata) of the innu- 
merable objects and the term abhdva significs the denial of posi- 
tive entities (ie. the absolutely non-existent). The former (sig- 
nifies) what is ‘characterised by an essential property of its own’ 
(sopakhya) and the latter what is ‘without any real essence of 
its own’ (nirupakhya). But then, how can an object which is 
characterised by an essential property be (equated to) the non- 
existent which is without any real essence of its own? In fact, 
the non- -existent which has no real essence of its own can never 
be put forward in a thesis as being characterised by the charac- 
teristics of (innimerability’ (anekaiva) and ‘countlessness' (ase. 
gala). (That is, whatever is-signified by the term sarva must be 
existent, for it must-be characterised:by the properties of innu» 
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merability and countlessness, which would constitute its own 
essential nature. The term abhdva, on the other hand, signifies 
the absolutely non-existent or unreal which can have no essen- 
tial nature of its own and can never be a substratum of the 
properties like Mnumerability and countlessness, Thus, the 
two terms, sarva and abhava, being contradictory in signification, 
cannot coalesce in referring to an identical entity and is incapa- 
ble of forming a logical proposition). ` 
_ (Objection) If it be argued that the term sar»a (even signi- 
fies) the non-existent ? That is, (if it bè argued that) whatever 
you consider to be the signification of the term sarva is also 
non-existent (and not existent as you wrongly suppose) ? (Ans- 
wer) Even then, the contradiction is nor removed. No aware- 
ness in respect of the non-existent—characterising it as ‘innu- 
merable’ or ‘countless’—_is possible. But there ts, in fact, an 
awareness in respect of what is (signified by the term) sarva, 
(characterising it as innumerable’ and ‘countless’. Hence, 
what is {signified by the term) sarza cannot be non-existent. 
There is moreover contradiction between the thesis and the 
ground. . The thesis is the denial of positive entities (expressed 
by) the statement “all is non-existent’, and the ground is (expre- 
ssed by) the statement “because, among the positive entities, 
the mutual absence of one in the other is proved’. The thesis 
‘all i8 non-existent, since the mutual absence of the positive 
entities in one another is established’ is stated only after admi- 
tting and taking up as the basic argument ‘the mutual absence 
of the positive entities in one another’. Now, if (the opponent 
really accepts as true the. thesis that) all is non-existent, the 
ground—viz. because, among the positive entities, the mutual 
absence of one in the other is proved—cannot be justified, (for, 
positive entities being totally unreal, the question of their 
mutual absence etc. does not arise). Again, if (the opponent 
really accepts as truc the ground)—viz. because, among the 
positive entities, the mutual absence of one in the other is pro~ 
ved, the thesis that all is non-existent cannot be justified, (for 
the opponent has in fact admitted the reality of the positive 
entities ‘as he speaks of their mutual absence). f 
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(The refutation given above) is {to'be understood) as related 
to the following sūtra ‘also (i.e. the view of the Opponent is refuted 
not only by Vatsyayana’s own argument given above, but i 
by that of Gautama himself as given below)—. E we 

Siira 38: (Answer) No (i.e. all objects are not non-exis- 

tent), because the positive entities—as endowed wiih 

the essential properties of their own—are proved (to be 
existing). // iv. 1.38 // 
Bhāsya: (Answer) (First interpretation of the sutra). Allis pot 
non-existent. Why? Because the Positive entities ae as 
endowed with ‘their own essentia? Properties’ /1wabhāva j. Ind È 
the thesis thar the positive entities exist as endowed ‘baw Á i 
own essential properties has been put forward (and beka 
with arguments by the Naiyayikas}. (The opponent’s thesi 4 
thos contradicted by an established thesis and, therefore h y 
not stand logically). What, then, are the essential A anes 
of the positive entities ? (The essential een ve at 
commonly by substance, quality and action are the rE i 
like existence (satla) etc., and those shared exclusively by ¢ bs. 
tance are the possession of movement etc. Again fof the ai ri 
substances), earth exclusively possesses the Aidi va 
with touch (ùe. the qualities of colour, taste, smell and to is 
In this way, there is an unlimited variety of every paren $ 
qratity and action). Similarly, specific properties ( Enni 
the positive entities like) universals, particularity and ish Ee 
also aré perceived. tee 
i (Now, if all objects are accepted to be non-existent), such 
difference in the essential properties, which correctly indi me 
(the real and specific nature of each object) would not be ak 
ble, because the non-existent can have no essential Aipa 
of its own. However, the fact is that there is such faite weed 
in the essential properties of substance etc.), Dert, 
cannot be said) that all is non-existent, (That is, it is a ie s 
established by observation that there are different i S 
entities having specific essential Properties of their 5 teat 
t 3 
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if the positive entities are considered to.be absolutely non-exis- 
tent, they can be characterised by,no such properties and this 
goes against the general uncontradicted experience that various 
positive entities in the form of substance etc, exist as endowed 
with their own essential properties). 
(Second interpretation of the siira). Or, the siitra—viz. 
na soabhava-siddher bhavdnam—means.‘no, {all is not non-cxis- 
tent), because (the positive entities in) their ‘own specific na- 
ture’ (svarūpa= seabhava) are proved (by right cognition). To 
explain, when the word go (cow) is uttered, what one under- 
stands by it is a particular substance as characterised bya 
particular universal (i.e. a eow characterised by cowness), and 
not merely what is absolutely non-existent. If all objects were 
non-existent, one would have merely understood, by the expre- 
ssion gauh, something non-existent and the word go would have 
„signified only the non-existent. - Sinee, however, on the utter- 
ance of the word go, onc understands actually a particular 
substance only, and not anything non-existent, (the view of the 
opponent that allis non-existent) does not stand logically. 

_ (Third interpretation. of the sūtra) Or, (the implication of 
the sūtra, viz.) na svabhdva-siddher etc. (is as follows). (While. 
explaining his view), the opponent says ‘a cow, as identical 
with, a horse, is non-existent’ ; but, why does he not say. 
*(a cow), as identical with a cow’, (is non-existent)?’ Since 
he cannot say 30, it follows that a cow; as identical witha cow, 
exists really and (it isproved that a cow).as characterised by 
its _propertics” exist actually. ‘Again, (while „explaining his 
view), why docs. not the opponent say ‘a horse is not a horse’ 
of ‘a cow is not a cow’ (instead of saying ‘a horse is nota cow’ 
or ‘a cow isnot a horse’)? Since he cannot say so, it is esta- 
blished that a substance as characterised by its own essential 
properties exists really. 

. When the ‘relation of identity’ fapyatireka} is negated, there 
can be ‘grammatical, agrcement’ (sdmanadhtkaranya} between a 
positive entity and an awareness in‘the form ‘it is non-existent’, 
The term gyalsreka (in the compounded word a-opalireka) means 

the relations of conjunction etc. (which subsist only between 
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two different entities). Thus, 


a the ward anyatirek, TE 
a relation (opposite to the rel watireka here signifies 


ations of conj ion ‘et vhich 
is -known as the relation of identity Cant ses oe Tala 
between two different entities). And when such a rel id ‘es 
some other relation like that of conjunction ete.) i peer 
there can be grammatical agreement (between a sit PG 
and} an awareness in the form “it Aee" Aae 
tance, in the statement ‘plums are not. existin te ala 
(which negates—-not the reality of the akin 5 T 
relation of conjunction between the pinag and the pa TE 

. The 


staréments fa COW as identic l j a 7 a 
a with a i i j t 4 
x horse 18 non-exis cat and 


cow and a'horse. When su 


rse i there ca 
be grammasical agrecment between the positive en j 


Ka tity ‘caw’ 
35 ‘Cis non-existent’, which is ex- 
cow, asi ici i 
non-existent’; just as, there aie ney ae Elly 
jesen the positive entity “plum” and an awareness in the f 
“it ag non-existent’, when the relation of BEEE, Fe tent 
the plums and the pot is negated, (In short eke 
that the positive entities do not really exist Bad ; i 
grammatical agreement with the term sni 7, fo 
logical, for -such agreement only implies the ab tn seat 
relation of identity, and not the unréality of dhs ee 
Sitia 39: (Objection) (The positive entities) as Sa 
with their own essential properties are not rd ra x 
rcal), because (such entities and their essential pro ne i 
are only conditional (apekgika). jiv. 1.397} = ae 
Bhas ya: (Objection) ‘Conditional’ (2pekstka) means what j 
to some (extraneous) condition, (and not natural “Thea i 
ence of the long is conditioned ee ee 


by the short (for ivi nsi 

Pg en r i -18 NOt Congi- 

dered long by itself) and, again, the existence of the ssn i 
i is 


agg oy the long (fór it is not considered short by itself 
n fact, there is no entity that-can be said to exist as end : 

. * 2 : a Ow 
with its own essential - properties. Why? Because (the S 
exis- 


pressed by the statement 


greement be! 


the con tention 
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tence of the positive entities and their own essential properties) 
is due only to the strength of some condition, ‘Therefore, the 
(real) existence of the positive entities as endowed with their 
own essential properties is not proved. 

Sutra 20 : (Answer) (The. above argument based on the- 

conditional existence of objects) is illogical, because 

there is contradiction. /fiv. 1.40// 

Bhasya : (Answer) If (the existence of) the long be conditioned 
by the short, (the existence of ) the short must be uncondition- 
al, ‘and, then, what would be the condition in relation to which 
the short would be known as the short ? Hf, on the other hand, 
(the-existence of ) the short be conditioned by the Jong, (the 
existence of ) the long must be unconditional, and, then, what 
would be the condition in relation to which the long would be 
known as the jong? (That is, the opponent has to admit the 
unconditional existence of either the long or the short. Hence, 
his ground, namely, the conditional existence. of all objects, is 
contradicted, ) 

Thus, {in fact), the rule of conditional existence itself is un- 
justified, because, of the two entities mutually dependent on 
each other (for their respective existence), the absence of either 
results in the absence of both. (That is, the: long and the shore 
are said to depend on each other for their, respective. existence. 
There would thus be mutual dependence—the long would not 
exist unless the short exists already and the short would not 
exist unless the long exists already, and hence, the existence of 
neither the long nor the short would be proved.) 

Moreover, if the existence (of the long, the short etc.) be 
never natural (but only conditional), how is it that, of two sub. 
stances equal or atomic'in magnitude, the one is not (considers 
ed) long or short conditionally (i.e. ty relation to the other) ? 
The two substances (with equal magnitude) are identical irres- 
pective of whether (their existence) is (admitted to be) condi- 
tional (i.e. conditioned by or relative to some third substance, 

longer or shorter) or unconditional (i.e. in relation to each 
other themselves). Thus the same two substances (of equal 
magnitude) which are considered conditional (from one point 
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of view) are also considered unconditional (from a different 
point of view), but neither of them has any disparity (in magni- 
tude). Butif they (te two substances of equal magnitude) 
also were conditional, there would have been produced same 
other specific magnitude in either of them (That is, according 
to the opponent, all entities are conditional. Thus, two subs- 
tances of equal magnitude, though not conditional! in relation 
to each other, are to be Considered conditional in relation to 
some other third substance of a different magnitude. But it 
is proved, by the instance of the long and the short, that two 
conditional entities have different magnitude and hence, there 
follows the absurdity that, of the two substances equal in mag- 
nitude, either would be characterised by a different magnitude 
since’they also are conditional.) 

(Opponents query) But, then, what is the utility of a con- 
dition? (Vatsyayana’s answer) (The utility of a condition) 
lies in justifying the perception of greater magnitude when two 
objects (of different magnitude) are perceived. When one tees 
two objects (of different magnitude at the same time), one per- 
ceives the greater magnitude persent in one of them and ascer- 
tains it to be ‘long’, and the other object which one perceives 
to be of a lesser magnitude is ascertained to be ‘short’. And 
herein lies the utility of a condition. (That is, the condition 
has nothing to do with the existence of the long or the short. 
It is required only for ascertaining the difference in magnitude. 
betwcen the two.) 

Here ends the section on the refutation of the view that 
all objects are non-existent 
(sarya- Sin yath-nivakarana-pyakarana) 


XL ON THE REFUTATION OF THE VIEW THAT THERE IS 
ONLY A SPECIFIC NUMBER OF OBJECTS 


Bhasya : Now, the following ‘views-each declaring that there 
is only a specific number of objects (in the world)’ (samkhyat- 
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‘Kanta-vdda) (are being noted). First, all objects are of one kind 
only, ‘because no object is other’ than what is existent (sat). 
Setondly, all objects are of two kinds only, because they are divi- 
ded into the two classes of the eternal and the non-eternal only. 
Thirdly, all objects are of three’ kinds only, namely, (of the nature 
of) knower, knowledge and object ‘of knowledge. Fourthly, all 
objects are of four. kinds only, namely, -(of the nature of) a 
knower who has a right cognition (pramaty), an instrument of 
a right cognition (praména), an object: of aright cognition (pra- 
miya) and a right cognition (pramti). There are many other 
similar views as may be found (in different philosophical works). 
The critical examination (of the above views) is as follows. 

Sūra 41: (Neither of) the samkhyaikania-vada-s is tsta- 

blished, becausé, (according to them), (the independent 

existence of) the proof bogie ete e can be neither 

aceepted nor denied logically. }/ iv. 1.41 J] 
Bhasya : If the ‘thing to ‘be proved’ (s@dyya) and its proof 
(sidhana) be different from each ‘other, an: ‘exclusive number (of 
objects) would not Be established, because of the distinctness 
(of the proof). .If, again, the thing to be proved-and its proof 
be not different from each other, then also, an exclusive nam- 
ber (of objects) would ‘not be established, because of the absence 
of (an independent) ‘proof, and no thesis can ever be established 
without adequate proof. 

Sitra 42: (Objection) ‘No (i.e. the samkhyatkdnta-vada-s 

` are not unproved), bécause the ‘prdof is only a part 

(avayana) (of the thing to be proved).:'// iv. 1,42 // 
Bhagya : (Objection) The samkhyaikanta-vada-s are not unproved. 
Why? Because the proofis only a part (of the thing to be 
proved). Some part (of the thing to be proved) itself is (accep- 
ted) to-be the proof and as such, there is no difference (between 
the thing to be proved and the proof, and the question of 
admitting some other distinct entity does not arise), Similar is 
the case of (the views admitting) the duality of Objects etc. also. 

Sitra 43 : (Answer) The ground (mentioned in the pre- 

vious silira) is not a proper ground, because there can be 

no part (ofthe thing to be proved). jj iv. 1.43-/] 


t 
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Bhäşya : (Answer) The ground—namely, because the proof is 
only a part (of the thing to be proved)—is not a proper 
ground. Why? Because (the opponent) speaks of the oneness 
(af objects) by putting forward the thesis ‘all is one,’ in which 
all the objects—excluding’ none—are taken into consideration, 
and itis net logically possible that there is anything really 
different from (‘all objects’) which can be offered as the proof. 
(That is, all possible entities. are included in the thing to be 
proved,, viz.-all objects as‘characterised by oneness, and there 
is really no part or object left that can be said to be different 
and be offered asan independent proof.) Similar is the case 
of (the views admitting) the duality of objects etc. also. 

Moreover, if these sambhyaikanta-véda-s seek to reject the 
difference in the various objects which is due to (the difference 
in) their specific properties, they would be reduced, to some 
alse theories only, because of their contradiction with percep- 
tion, inference and verbal testimony, (which establish that 
there are different objects in the world). If, on the otber hand, 
they only admit that the objects are collected under a single 
head . because they share some common property and, again, 
that the objects are viewed as different because each of them 
possesses some specific property of its own they have to surren- 
der their adherence to one single alternative. 

All these views advocating an exclusive number of objects 
only are critically examined here for ‘properly éxplaining’ 
(praviveka) the ‘right knowledge (of the categories)’ (tattvajtana), 

Herc ends the section on the refutation of the view that 


there is only a specific number of objects 
(sambhyaikanta-vada-nivakarana-prakerana) 


XII ON TIE CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF RESULT 


.Bhasya: After (che completion of the critical examination of) 
rebirth, result (is now to be critically examined), Regarding 
result— 


4 
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Siiva 44: There is doubt, because the result is pro- 

duced sometimes immediately and sometimes m a Jater 

period. //iv. 1.44 {/ | , 
Bhajya : When one cooks or milks (a cow), the results, namely, 
boiled rice and milk, appear imimediately. But when one 
ploughs (the field) or sows (seeds), the result, namely, the 
acquiring of corn occurs in a later period. Now, there is this 
particular rite (as spoken of in the Vedic injunction) ‘one 
desirous of attaining heaven should perform the Agnihotra 


rite’, and there is doubt regarding the result to be produced 


by the performance of this rite (viz. Is. the result of the Agni- 


hotra rite produced immediately or in a later period ?). 

(The result of the Agnihotra rite) is not immediately 
(produced), because the result is to be experienced in a later 
period. The result (of the Agnihotra rite) is heard to be (the 
attainment of) heaven. It is, however, possible only when the 
present ordinary body is destroyed and there is produced a 
different (and spécial ‘body fit for inhabitancy in the heaven). 
Hence, (it is concluded) that the result is not produced imme- 
diately. Similar is the case with the result of the (Vedic) rites 
(viz. the Samgrahant etc.) performed by one desirous of acquir- 
ing a village ctc. (That is, the results of all Vedic rites are 
produced, not immediately, but in a later period). 

Sutra 45: (Objection) (The résult of the Vedic rites) 

cannot be produced in a later period because of the 

destruction of the cause (i.e, becanse of the absence of 

the act of performing a rite). J iv. 1.45 // 
Bhasya : (Objection) When the actions themselves are destroyed, 
the results due to those actions cannot be produced because of 
the absence of the causes. Nothing indeed is ever produced 
from a cause which is destroyed. (Similarly, the results of the 
Vedic rites too cannot be produced in a later period, long after 
the absence of the rites themselves.) 

Sutra 46 : (Answer) The result of (the Vedic rites), so long 

as it isnot produced, would be just like the products 


(bhala) of a tree. ` jjiv. 1,4677 
Bhāşya : (Auswer) One desirous of obtaining the products of a 
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tree, for instance, performs the various ‘preparatory acts” (pari- 
karman) like pouring water at the root of the tree and others 
After these preparatory acts have been duly completed hes 
element of earth being reduced to a (peculiar kind of } chitin 
by the clement of water, and undergoing transformation due to 
the action of internal heat produces a diquid substance’ (rasa- 
dvanya). The liquid matter in the form of the substance which 
permeates the tee and undergoes transformation due to the 
action of heat assumes various specific compact shapes and bri- 
ngs about (in the tree) different products like the leaves etc. And 
thus, the acts of pouring water etc., become succesafn] (i a rO- 
duce the intended result}. It is nor that the prođucts ae 
simply from what is destroyed (viz. the preparatory acts com: 
pleted long before), 

In the same way, the different actions (of the living bein 5) 
produce impressions (samskara) in the form of virtue lian) 
and vice (adhama). The impressions thus produced and assis- 
ted by other co-operating causes (like specific points of BEN 
and space etc.) bring about the result in a later period. It hag 
also been noted (by Gautama himself in Nyaya-siitya iti. 2 60): 
‘it is produced due to connection with the results of aori 
previously performed’. j 

But this result (said) to be produced (in a later period) 
would be—prior to its production— 

Sutra 47 : (Objection) Neither non-existent nor existent 

nor even both existent and non-existent, because che 

existent and thc non-existent are absolutely dissimilar in 

nature. /Jiv. 1.47/] 

Bhasya : (Objection) An effect (nispasti-dharmaka, lit, what js 
characterised by origin) is not non-existent before its production 

because there is a specific rule concerning the materia| en 
{of every effect). (The specific rule is) : for the. production of 
each particular effect. some particular material only is to be 
obtained, and not anything and everything (¢an be takenn 

the material) for each and every effect. If the effect be cae 
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existent (prior to itsi production), such a specific ‘rule cannot be 
justified. =- ` kpi n, Ta Hi 
‘{(An:effect) cannot also be existent (before its production), 
because it is illogical (to speak of ) the production -ofan effect 
that exists already prior to its production. 
= Nor can (an effect) be both existent and non-existent (before 
‘its production), because the: existent and the non-existent.are 
absolutely ‘dissimilar in nature. ‘Existént’ implies the accep- 
tance of (the reality of )an entity, while ‘non-existent’ inyplies- 
the rejection of (the reality of) an entity. Thus, the existent 
and the non-existent are absolutely dissimilar in nature, i.e, 
they are contradictory to each other and, due to contradiction, 
there can logically be no identity between the two. 
The truth in.this.regard is that an effect is non-existent be- 
fore-its production. Why:? > 
Sūtra 48 : (Answer) Because the ‘production and the des- 
truction (of an effect) are actually observed. /fiv. 1:48// 
Bhigya: (Answer) As against the contention thatan effect is non- 
existent before its production, since there is a specific rnle con- 
cerning the material cause (of every effect), (Gautama answers) — 
Sūtra £9 : (Answer) That the effect is non-existent before 
its production is, however, ‘proved by actual experience’ 
(buddhi-siddha).  }fiv.'1.45// 
Bhasya : (Answer) This particular (object) only is capable of 
producing this particular (effect), and not ahything and every- 
thing—in this way, an effect, even prior to its production, is 
proved, by actual experience, to have a fixed cause, for a speci- 
fic rule regarding the production of an effect (viz. an effect is 
produced only from a fixed cause ofits own) is actually -observ- 
ed. Accordingly, the specific rule concerning the materia) 
cause (of an effect) is justified. Ifthe effect were already exis- 
‘ting even-prior to its production, it cannot be produced at all. 
Satra 50: (OtWettion) (The argument, given in sūtra 46 
above, that the result of the Vedic rites would be) just 
Aike the produets of a tree is not a proper ground, becau- 
se (in the case of the result of Vedic. rites) there ig-a 
total change of the substramm. J/iv: 1.507) 
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Bhāşya : (Objection) Both the preparatory acts like pourin 
water at the root .of the .tree etc. and EERE ia he 
results in the form of Icaves, Aruits etc.) have for their sabi i 
tum ike same tree. However, the Vedic rites are sb Reartk 
by one in this world (through an ordinary and worldly bod 
while the results are enjoyed in the other world “Fie ni 
special and heavenly body), Thus, there being a total cha : 
of the substratum, (the instance of the products of a t aE 
not establish the intended thesis. 2 eae 
Sūtra 31.: (Answer) (the refutation given in the preced 
A ee Proper refutation, because the pleasure 
produce the perform | ic rites) i 
osp ri i i formance of fji rites) inheres in. 
Bhasya : (Answer) Pleasure (produced by the performan 
Vedic rites) inberes in the self, because it is Gnternal! e) Š s 
MoR by the self, And also, the (immediate) result (of X ah 
rites)—known as virtue (dharma)-—inheres in the Ea 4 
because virtue ig (admitted to be) a quality of the self The 
fore, the charge of there being a total change of the su oe 
is not justified. on peace 
Sutra 52: (Objection) No (iz. the said charge.cannat b 
set aside by saying that pleasure is the result of the : 
formance of Vedic rites), because, the results (of the oe 
formange of Vedic rites) are prescribed to be a sf > 
wife, an. animal, clothes, gold and food etc. {fiw i 
Bhasya : (Objection) The results (of-the performance tes í 
rites) are said to be a son and the like—and not pleasure: ca 
instance (in the injunctions) ‘one desirous ofa villa, uh He 
perform a (Vedic) rite’, ‘one -desirous. of a son shut Poa 
a (Vedic) rite’ and so on, Therefore, what has beens a ns 
preceding sitra)—that the result -(of the WF eo, ne e 
rites) is pleasure—is illogical, (Thus, the results Hp Aes b 8 
performance of Vedic rites, a son Etc., cannot reside inth -3 
Şülra 53 : (Answer) ‘They (ie. a son and the like) a 
mentioned as the results in a figurative. sènse be ee: 
the (actual) result (ie. pleasure) js produced. Stich 
association with them., // iv. 1.53 // ie 
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Bhasya ; (Answer) The result in the form of pleasure is produ- 
ced through association with a son and the like, and hence, 4 
son and the like are said to be the results only in a figurative 
sense. | As for instance, (in the scriptural saying} annam vai 
prānāh (food is the very life), the word prdna (life) is used to 
mean anna (food) (in a figurative sense, because food isthe 
cause of life). 


Here ends the section on the critical examination of result 
(phala-partksa-prakarana) 


Xiii. ON THE GRITICAL EXAMINATION OF SUFFERING 


Bhasya : (In the list naming the prameya-s), suffering (dukkha) 
has been mentioned next to result and it has also been said (in 
Nyaya-siitra i. 1.21) “suffering is of the nature of pain”. But, 
then, (the opponent asks), does this imply the rejection of plea- 
sure (sukha) which is internally perceived by each individual 
self and is experienced by all living beings, or any other alter- 
native (viz. the admission of pleasure) ? To this, (Gautama) 
answers that (he accepts) the other alternative. Why ? Because 
it is not possible to deny (the reality of) pleasure which is pro- 
ved on the basis of the direct experience of all the living beings. 

However, the characterisation of the body etc. as suffering 
(cf. under Nyaya-sitra i. 1.21) is (to be understood) only as a 
precept—for one who has attained a state of complete indiffe- 
rence due to suffering resulting from one’s being subject to a 
continuous stream of births and deaths, and is desirous of driv- 
ing away suffering (for good)—prescribing that (the body etc.) 
are to be ‘meditated upon as suffering only, so that (on the 
strength of such meditation) one may attain final deliverance 
from suffering. On what ground (are the body etc. characteri- 
ged as suffering only)? All the different forms of living otga- 
nism, all the regions in which they are born (viz. the fourteen 
bhunana-s from satyaloka to avici) and all forms of the recurring 


birth are inseparably connected with suffering. Thus, because 
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of their invariable connection with suffering, (the body ete.) 
are referred to, by the sages, as nothing but suffering which is 
of the nature of pain, 

It has been prescribed (that the body ete.) are to be medi- 
tated upon as suffering only. In this regard, the ground is 
given by (Gautama himself in the following sitra)— 

Süira 34 : The production of the body etc. (janman, ety- 

mologically, that which is born) is suffering only (eva), 

because it is invariably attended with different kinds of 
pain. jf} iv. 1.54 ff 
Bhasya : The word janman (in the sūtra) means what is born, i.e 
the body, the senses and the mind. And ‘production’ AEN 
the appearance of the. body etc. as characterised by some dis- 
tinct form (èz, in the form of some living being). 

Pain, again, is of different kinds—mild fiina), moderate 
(madhyama) and severe (uikysta). (The pain experienced by) 
those condemned to hell is severe; (the pain experienced by} 
the animals is moderate; (the pain experienced by) the ‘Gena 
beings.is mild; and (the pain experienced by) the: gots as well 
as those free from attachment is milder (than that experienced 
by the human beings). Thus, finding that all the regions in 
which (the living beings) are born are inseparably connected 
with different kinds of pain, a person specifically determines 
that pleasure as well as the means (for obtaining it), namely 
the body, the senses and the mind, are to be looked upon is 


“suffering only. Next, because of specifically determining (that 


the body etc.) are to be looked upon as suffering only, he has 
the knowledge-—with regard to (the pleasure etc.) attainable 
in all the different worlds (viz. the fourteen bkuvana-3)—thatr 
‘these (pleasure etc.) do. not constitute my desirable ends’ 
fanabhirati). When he repeatedly meditates upon the knowle- 
dge that ‘the pleasure ctc. do not constitute my desirable ends’, 
he becomes free from the craving for the enjoyment of pleasure 
in respect of all the different worlds and due to a total annihi- 
lation of the cravings for the enjoyment of pleasure, he is deli- 
vered. from all forms of suffering. This is similar to the case of 
one who ascertains some quantity of milk to be nothing but 
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poison dué to its contamination by poison, does-not take it up 
(for drinking) and, because of not taking it up (for drinking), 
does not bave to suffer death. 
However, {the omission of pleasure) and the jnelusion of 
suffering only {im the list enumerating the twelve prameya-s) are 
not (tọ be taken as) the‘rejection of: pleasure. Why.? - (Gau- 


t 


tama answers) 
Saira 55°: No (ie. the reality of eats cannot be deni- 
ed), because pleasure too is produced in the ‘intermedi- 
ate periods’ (antardla).  jfiv..1.55// 
Bhagya ; The mention of suffering ‘alone (in the list enumerat- 
ing the twelve prameya-s viz. Nydya-sitra i. 1.9) does not imply 
the rejection of pleasure. Why? Because pleasure too is pro- 
duced in the intermediate periods. It is a fact that in the 
intermediate periods of (the production. of ) sufferings, there is 
produced pleasure which is internally perceived by: all the liv- 
ing beings: Thereford, (the reality of) pleasure cannot be, 
denied. Mareover— X 
Sitra 36 : (The reality of pleasure) is not denied (by the 
expréss mention of suffering only), because the sufferings 
of a living being never come to an end {unti} liberation) 
due to defect (in the fulfilment of his) “longing for’ (par- 
yesana) (an object of pleasure). (That is, suffering alone 
is expressly stated to indicate the. fact that there is no 
end to one’s suffering until liberation.) _/fiv.1.56// 


Bhasya : The expressions (‘the reality) of pleasure’ and ‘by the- 


express mention of suffering alone’ are implied by the context. 
(Thus, they are to be added for completing the sense of the 
‘sitra.) The word pfaryesana means ‘Yonging for’, i.. the craving 


‘far acquiring an object of pleasure. Defect (in the fulfilment of 


one’s) longing for fan object of pleasure) i is {as follows): a liv- 
ing being, after determining an object as conducive to pleasure, 
strives for.obtaining it, but he may notat all attain the desira- 
ble end, or even if the desirable end be attained, it may soon 


be destroyed, or what he attains may fall short of what is actu- ` 


ally expected, or he may attain the desirable end only after 
strenuously removing many serious obstacles. From such defect 
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[in the fulfilment-of one’s] longing for (an object of pleasure), 
there result various kinds of mental torments. Thus, the suffer- 
ings of a living being never come to an end (until liberation) 
due to such defect (in the. fulfilment of his) longing for {an 
object of pleasure). And there being: no cessation of suffering, 
it-is prescribed that (pleasure and the body etc. (are to be 
meditated upon as‘suffering only. The body etc. are described 
as suffering only for this reason and not because of a total ab- 
sence of pleasure. i : 

Morcover, as it has been declared (by the sages), “whenever 
a particular desire of a person who longs for acquiring an ob- 
ject of pleasure is fulfilled, he is immediately tormented by some 
other (new) desire” and “a person hankering after wealth is 
not satisfied-by his wealth, even if he acquires~along with 
cows and steeds—the whole of the earth stretching, on all sides, 
upto the'sea. What happiness (or pleasure) is there in seeking 
after wealth ?” 

Sitira 57: (The body etc, are characterised as nothing 

but suffering), also because (ordinary people) wrongly 

consider the various forms of suffering as pleasure. 

ffiv. 1.57/) 

Bhasya : Ut-nas been prescribed that (pleasure and the body 
etc.) are to be meditated upon as suffering only. An ordinary 
person bent upon the enjoyment of pleasure alone thinks (wro- 
ngly) that pleasure is the highest goal of human life, that there 
is no other ultimate gaod except pleasure, and when he attains 
pleasure, he considers that the: mission of his life is fulfilled, 
that he has accomplished what a human being ought te achieve 
(in the human life). Due to false deliberation, he gets firmly 
attached to pleasure and the means for obtaining it—viz. the 
objects of enjoyment; being so attached, he strives for attaining 
pleasure and ultimately, there are produced various kinds of 
suffering due to birth, old age, discases, death, obtaining what 
is not desired, separation from what is desired and not receiv- 
ing what is sought after. And he wrongly considers. al! these 
kinds of suffering to be pleasure only. Suffering is indeed an 
inseparable part of pleasure, for it is impossible to obtain plea- , 
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sure without being afflicted by suffering. ~ Thus, due to such 
‘invariable dependence’ (tddarthya) (of pleasure on suffering), 
an ordinary pérson (wrongly ascertains suffering as pleasure in 
the form) ‘it (Le. suffering) is only pleasure’ and having his 
critical faculty impaired by such a false notion (identifying 
suffering with pleasure), he runs through (the process of) recur- 
ring births and deaths, and can never move out of the (bondage 
of) worldly existence. For this reason, as a repellent to the 
wrong notion identifying: (suffering with) pleasure, it has been 
prescribed that (pleasure and the body, etc.) are to be meditated 
upon as suffering only. Thus, the body etc. are described as 
suffering only due to their inseparable connection with suffer: 
ing and not because of a total absence of pleasure. 

(Objection) If it be so, why has it not been simply said (in 
sūtra 54 above) that ‘the body etc. are suffering’ (instead of 
‘the body etc. are suffering only’) ? However, Gautama, though 
he should have said ‘the body etc. are suffering’, actually says 
instead ‘the body etc. are suffering only’, ‘and this fact indicates 
a total absence of pleasure. (Answer) |The word ‘only’ (eva) 
has been added to indicate that (the highest-goal of human 
existence) is the total suppression of the (recurring) births. 
(That is, one constantly looking upon the body etc. as suffer- 
ing would strive for freeing oneself from these bondages and 
ultimately, attain liberation. Otherwise, one would remain 
attached for ever to this world of miseries.) Why? Because the 
body etc. are not essentially (svaripatah) suffering; they are 
(said to be suffering) in a secondary sense only, Similar is the 
case with pleasure (i.¢. pleasure too is characterised as suffering 
in a secondary sense only). The body etc. .also are produced 
due to (the actions of} the living beings themselves. Still, they 
are not (essentially identical with) suffering. (That is, they are 
said to be suffering in a secondary sense, for they are invariably 
attended with suffering}. 


Here ends the section on the critica] examination of suffering 
‘(dubkha- pavik sa-prakarpna) 
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XIV. ON THE GRITICAL EXAMINATION OF LISERATION 


Bhasyd : (In the list enumerating the prameya-s), liberation 
(has been mentioned) next to the mention-of suffering. Ie (ze. 
liberation) is sought to be denied (by the opponent in the 
following way)— 

Salra 58 : (Objection) There can be no liberation (for a 

living being), because (of his)-"inseparable relation’ fanu- 

bandha) with debts (na), afflictions (klefa, viz. attachment, 
aversion and ignorance) and activities (pravyifi). (That 

is, no living being can absolutely detach himself from 

the bonds of debts etc. and hence, liberation is an 

impossibility). jj iv. 1.58 J} 


` Bhāşya : (Objection) (First), there can be no liberation because 


of (a living being’s inseparable relation with debts [to (1) the 
seers, (ii) the gods and (iii) the forefathers}. The debts are 
(as referred to in the Srufi) : “a Brahmin ‘ag soon as he is born’ 
(jayamana) is born as under debts ‘with (three kinds of) debt 
(rnath). He (becomes free from) the debt to the’seers by observ- 
ing celibacy, from that to the gods by performing sacrifices and 
from that to the forefathers by producing offsprings” (cf, Tat. 
btirtya-samhita. of the Kyspa-yajurveda 6.3.10). An ‘inseparable 
relation with these (debts) means relating them to one’s own 
different actions (i.e. performing, during one’s whole life-time, 
the various actions with a view to freeing oneself from all these 
debts), for sucha relation with (one’s different actions isrecom- 
mended by fruk (as in the following precepts): “the sacrificial 
rites which are known as the Agnihotra, the Darsa and the 
Piirnamasa are (to be performed as long as one is not rendered 

incapable by) old age or death” and “one is released from the 

obligation of performing these sacrificial rites only in old age 

or death” (cf. under commentary on Pilrvamimamsa-darsana 

ii. 4.4). Thus, due to an inseparable relation with’ the debts 

(ie. because of one’s whole life-time being absolutely taken up 
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by the performance. of -actions for freeing: oneself from the 
debts), one would find no spare time for (performing the actions 
leading to) Jiberation (viz. listening to the sastra, meditating 
upon the truths revealed by the Sasiza-and so. on). Conse- 
quently, there can be no liberation. 
(Secondly), there can be no liberation because of (a living 
_being’s) inseparable relation with afflictions. (It is observed 
that) a living being dics as inseparably bound by afflictions 
and, again, is born also- a& inseparably.bound by afflictions. 
The absence of its relation with the afflictions-is in fact never 
observed. (As such, a living being can never be liberated). 
(Thirdly), there can beno liberation: because of (a living 
being’s) inseparable relation with activities. A living being— 
from the moment he is born to the moment he dies—is not 


observed (even fora moment) to be free from exertions through ` 


speech, body and‘mind. (As such, he cannot be liberated). 
Thus, what has been said (under Npdya-sutra i. 1.2)—viz. 
liberation is attained through-right knowledge, when each pre- 
Vious one in-the series of ‘suffering, birth, activity, evil and 
false knowledge’ is removed as a consequence of the remova} 
of the one immediately preceding it—is not logically justified. 
The answers to the above are now being-stated (by Gau- 
tama in the following sii#ira-s). As to the objection that {there 
can.be no liberation) because of an inseparable relation’ with 
debts, (it is:answered) that the expression ‘with (the three kinds 
of)..debt’ (rpaih) (in the sruli quoted by the opponent) means 
in a figurative ssense) ‘with what resembles the debts’ 


really ( 

- (enaik iva). - (As Gautama himself saysy— 
| Sura 59 (Answer) The word. (i.e. the word rpa in the 
expression rrath} in its primary meaning cannot be justi- 

fied and as such, the reiteration (anuvdda) (by the gruti) 

has been made with the word in a figurative: sense (i.e. 

the word gna is to be taken ina figurative sense). - (The 
reiteration has been-made with the word rnain a figufa~ 

tive. sense), “because, in that case, censure (ninda) and. 


praise (prasamsd)-can be justified. df iv: 1.59 // 


Bhasya : (Answer) (The word ma) in the expression rnaih is not 
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a word in its primary meaning, because it is generally observed. 
to be applied when one (viz. the. borrower) gives back what is 
to'be repaid, andin such cases alone, the word gna is (to-be 
taken) in-its primary meaning. (That is, the primary po 
of the word rra is thë money one borrows from another, and is 
to bë repaid:) This is, however, not possible in the present ` 
context (ie. in the Sruti quoted by the opponent). Thus, (it is 
established that) the word (rra), being unjustifiable in its prj- 
mary meaning, the reiteration (by the Jrut) has been made with 
the word (ypa),in a figuratice:sense; that is, the expression racik 
(with debts) is equivalent to the expression rnair iva (with whet 
resembles debts). (The implication of the sruti, therefore, is 
not that a_Brahmin, when born, is bound with actual debts— 
but that he is under the strict obligation of performing certain 
acts which ‘resemble the repayment of debts), 

And this (expression rraz/) is one containing an unexpressed 
simile, as is the expression ‘the boy (newly initiated into celi- 
bacy) is fire’ (agnir ma@navakah), That is, the word rna which ia 
observed to be used primarily in some other sense (wiz, borrow- 
ed:mony) is here (i.e, in the ruri) used (in the figurative sense 
of what resembles a debt), just as (in the expression agnir māna- 
vakahy, the word agni (which primarily means fire)-is used (in a, 
figurative sense) in respect of a boy (t0 imply that the. boy te 
sembles fire, that he is as full of vigour as a glowing fire}. 

Why has the reiteration been made with. the word.in a 
figurative wie ? ‘Because, ìn that case, censure and praise 
can be justified. Just as a person in debt; if he does not repay 
the borrowed. money, “is censured (by people) so also (a Brah- 
min); if he fails in his duties (viz. the observance of celibacy 
the performance of.the Agnihotra` rite etc. and the prodisodion 
of offsprings), is censured. Again, just as a person in debt, if 
he repays the borrowed monty, is.praised (by people}, so dies 
(a Brahmin), if he rightly performs his duties, is praised.. And 
this is the underlying implication of-the simile. 

The word jayaména also (occurring in the ruti and meaning 
literally ‘a just-born baby’) is to be taken as a word in a figura. 
tive sense, because, if construed in the opposite manner (ie. if 
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the primary meaning is taken), (one—a just-born baby—would) 
not at all be entitled (to the performance of the duties), (That 1s, 
the primary. meaning of the word jäyamāna is one who is just 
coming out of the mother’s womb or a:just-born baby who is 
not entitled to the performancé of any duty. Thus, the word 
cannot be taken in its primary meaning, because the prescrip- 
tion of duties in respect of a just-born baby would be simply 
meaningless). To explain, the word jdyamana occurring in.the 
sruli—jayamdno ha vai bréhmanah etc. (a Brahmin as soon as he is 
born etc.), is to be taken as a word in a figurative sense—(a 
Brahmin is characterised as) “being born’ (jdyamana) when he 
becomes a householder . (grhastha). (Thus, the word jāyamāna 
means figuratively a householder). Only when a Brahmin 
becomes a householder, he gets entitled tothe performance of 
the prescribed duties, for a baby which has just come out (of 
the womb) of its mother. is not entitled ‘(to the performance of 
any duty). ' 
A baby. which has just come ọut ofits mother’s (womb) is 
not entitled to the performance of the duties, because only a 
person who can bea supplicant (for some desired object) and also 
has the ability (to perform the necessary action) is entitled (to 
the performance of the duties). -Only a person who can be a 
supplicant (for some desired object) is entitled to the perfor- 
mance of the duties, for in the injunctions prescribing the rites, 
the attainment of a desired end is heard of (ic. is spoken of ), 
as in the case of the injunctions ‘a person desirous of attaining 
heaven should perform the Agnihotra rite’ and the like, More- 
over; only a person who has the ability (to perform an action) 
can engage himself (to the performance of the rites ete.}. Only 
a person who has the ability (to perform an action) is entitled 
to the performance of the duties, for. he alone: can engage hirn- 
self (to the performance of the rites ete), Indeed, only a person 
who is really capable engages himself to the performance of the 
prescribed duties, and not others. In respect of the primary 
meaning of the word jdyamana (viz. a just-born baby) hoth of 
these are absent. That is, in respect of a baby, that has just come 
out: of its mother’s (womb), neither of the two (conditions)— 
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viz. being a supplicant (for some desired object) and the ability 
(to perform an action)—can be fulfilled. 

Moreover, the ‘scriptural statements’ (vaidika-vakya) are not 
essentially different from the ‘statements in ordinary discourse’ 
((laukika-vakya}, because both are composed by persons who are 
guided by critical judgment. Even an ordinary person, who 
has not acquired a. eritical factilty (by studying the sasirs-s), 
does nat say in respect of a baby that is just-born ‘study (the 
scriptures), perform the sacrificial rites and observe celibacy’. 
When guided by the desire of advising (the living beings}, bow, 
then,.can a seer who always speaks logically and without any: 
fault advise, (in an absurd way, a just-born baby to perform 
the rites etc.) ?’ A dancer never goes on to dance (to entertain) 
a-blind man, nor a singer a deaf one. (Thus, the sruti quoted 
by the opponent ~-which speaks of the performance of certain 
duties—can be-rightly. interpreted, only if the word japaména is 
taken in a figurative sense). 

Again, the abject for advice must be a person who can 
comprehend the meaning of what is advised. An advice is given 
to only such a person as can rightly comprehend the significa- 
tion of what is advised. This (i.e. the ability to comprehend 
the signification of the precepts of the seers) is not possible in 
the case of a jast-born baby. (The word jayaména, therefore, -is 
not to be taken in its primary meaning). 

Besides, the mantra and the brahmana portions (of the Veda) 
speak of duties which have (a connection with) the indicative 
sign of the stage of a householder (1.2. have a conncetion with 
a wife}, The duties spoken of by the mantra and the brahmena 
portions (of the Veda) are related to the indicative signs of the 
stage of a householder, namely, the possession of a wile etc. 
Therefore, it is only a householder who ts (figuratively) signi- 
fied. by the word jZyamana (and the word cannot be taken in its 
primary, meaning). 


And the frat—viz. (ane is to perform the sacrificial rites 
until one is rendered incapable by) old age or death—can have | 
relevance (for one) -so long as one’s supplication is not trans- 
formed, So long as a persdn’s supplication (1,e, desire) for 
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` 


attaining a desirablė result is not transformed, ‘he, does not 
cease to exist, one has to perform constantly the:prescribed 
duties. Thus, in relation to such a person only, the grua that 
(oneis to perform the sacrificial tites until one is rendered inca- 
pable by) old-age or death. can have relevance.» (That is, it is 
hot prescribed that one is to perform rites during one’s whole 
life-timé; one has to perform them only. so long as one’s longing 
for attaining the particular results docs not cease. Thus, one 
free from all. desires for attaining wortdly pleasures, but desir- 
ous of attaining liberation only, may "perform the functions 
conducive to liberation only, without engaging oneself in the 
performance of the: sacrificial rites like the Agnihotra etc.). 

The $ruti—viz. (one is released from the. obligation of per- 
forming the sacrificial rites) only. in: old age—refers to the fourth 
(and final) stage (of one’s life) whcn‘one becomes a wandering 
mendicant, It has been said (by the Sruti) that one is released 
from this. (iz: the obligation of performing the sacrificia] rites) 
only in-‘old age’ (jara). The ‘word jara here means the fourth 
(and final) stage of one’s life-span (dyus) when one becomes a 
wandering mendicant, for it is prescribed that in that:stage (i.e. 
the fourth stage) one should adopt the life of a wandering men- 
dicant. (If the implication of the Jruti.is taken to ‘be that one 
has to perform the rites) constantly, without any respite (during 
the whole life-time), the expression ‘only. in old age’ becomes 
meaningless. Nor can it be- logically maintained that (the 
implication of the ruti is) that one is released (from the obliga- 
tion of performing the’rites) when one is incapacitated, because 
‘(the scripture) sanctions the (employment of) external help for 
a person who.is aeren incapable of perfoming thé rites, (as in 
the following Sruti-s).: ‘Or, the pupil should make oblations 
(representing his preceptor), because: he is. (as if) purchased (by 


the preceptor) in exchange of (the teaching of) the Veda (to. 


the pupil)’ and ‘Or, the priest making oblations with milk (2.2. 
an ‘Adhvaryu or a priést well versed in the Yajurveda) should 
. make oblations (representing the: actual sacrificer or the yaja- 
-māna who is himself incapacitated), because he is, (as if purchas- 
cd in exchange of the priestly fee. (That is, if a person-is him- 
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self incapable, he can perform the rites through his representa» 

‘tive, For instance, a pupil indebted to the preceptor for his 
education may act for the preceptor in a sacrificial rite: Hence, 
it is-illogiċal to conclude that one is released from the obliga- 
tion, if one is rendered. incapable). 

But, then, is this Jruti [viz. a Brabmin as soon as he is born 
etc. (jayamano ha vai ete.)|t0 be taken as the reiteration of what 
has already been prescribed (by some other independent sruli)? 
Or, is its meaning to be construed according to ane’s will (i.e, 
ia tt ta be taken as an independent injunction prescribing some- 
thing not already prescribed) ? 

(The answer is) that it would be logical. to. take it (ie. the 
said sruli) as the reiteration ofiwhat has alredy been prescribed. 
Thus, the "semantica? competency’ (samarthyayogyata) (of the 
words in the suri) would be made possible (by interpreting the 
meaning as) ‘the -householder; being under strict obligation, 
just like one:in debt, engages himself to.the performance of. the 
duties’. (That is, if the word jayamana is taken, not in-the 
figurative sense ofa householder, but in the primary sense of a 
just-born baby, the ŝruli would be as meaningless as the expre- 
ssion ‘one sprinkles with fire’ because of the absence of semanti- 
cal competency). . One's (physical) efforts concern, not: the 


’ result (viz. the attainment of heaven), but the means producing 


the result (viz. the rites of Agnihotra etc), and when the means 
have been properly accomplished, they lead to the intended 


ceauit: Duties to be'performed (by a householder) have been 


prescribed prior to (the fruit ‘jayamdno ha vai’ etc.) and are also 


-being prescribed subsequent to (the same fruti). Thus, the 


word jäpamäna signifies one (ie. a-householder) who is related 
to all the duties (mentioned prior to and subsequent to the said 
$rati\. (The word jéyamana means primarily a just-born baby, 
and ‘figuratively, a householder. Though the self-of the baby 
has the potentiality of attaining heaven, the baby itself is simply 
unable to accomplish the means, zê. to perform the rites of 


.Agnihotra etc. Hence, in respect of the baby, the fruti cannot 


be an independerit injunction. Besides, it has been already 
pointed out that the word jdyamdina cannot be takenin its pri- 
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mary meaning. However, duties to be performed by a house- 
holder have been prescribed by other statements occurring both 
before and after the particular Sruti under discussion. Hence, 
in respect of the householder also, it cannot-be an independent 
injunction; it becomes a reiteration of -what is prescribed by 
others). 

(Objection) If it be argued that there is no explicit state- 
ment prsectibing (the adoption of the life of a wandering men- 
dicant in the fourth and fina] stage of one’s life)? (Answer) 
No, because there is Also no explicit injunction prohibiting (thé 
adoption of a mendicant’s life). 

(Objection explained) {The adoption of ) the life of a house- 
holder only 3s explicitly enjoined by, the brahmana (portion of 
the Veda). Hf there were any other stage of life (in addition 
to the stage of a householder), it would have been explicitly 
enjoined. Since there is no explicit statement prescribing (any 
‘other. stage of life), there must really be no other stage of life 
(except that of a householder), (Thus, one can never adopt 
the life of a wandering mendicant and escape.from the perfor- 
mance of the rites, since it is not sanctioned by the Veda. One 
would havė to remain a householder as long as one lives and 
consequently, must perform the prescribed sacrificial rites dur- 
ing. the whole life-time and would have no opportunity for 
attaining liberation, becaus¢ one would have no spare time.to 
perform the actions leading to it). 

(Answer explained) No (ie. the objection does not stand), 
because there is also no explicit injuction prohibiting (theadop- 
tion of a stage of life other than that of a householder). 
Indeed, the. byadhmana (portion of the Veda) does never explicit- 
ly enjoin the prohibition (of the adoption of the other stages of 
life by declaring) that ‘there is no other stage of life, the stage 

of a householder is the only stage of life’. The view of the 
objector is illogical, inasmuch as no injunction explicity prohi- 
biting (the adoption of the other stages of life) is ever heard, 

Besides, (the brahmana portion) gives injunctions (concerning 
the stage of a householder only), because it has authority (over 
that stage of life only); as is the case with the other branches of 
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learning, Just as, each of the other branches of learning expli- 
citly enjoins rules (regarding such objects or topics only) as 
cach has authority over and (they do not speak of other objecta 
or topics. beyond their jurisdiction), not because there is no 
other objects (or topic), so also the brahmana norton which is a 
swank enjoining rules for the householder (ethasthatatra) expli- 
citly prescribes (on that topic or stage of life only) over iis 
sets authority, (and it does not speak of the other stages of 
Aiet there is no other stage of life {except that of 
Now, afew ‘Vedic verses’ (rt) and ‘Vedic passages’ (brah. 
mana):that speak of liberation are being stated. Indeed, there 
are many Vedic verses and passages that speak of liberalios 
The verses are as follows : : l 
(i) The scers-who desired offsprings and wealth were sub- 
jected to death (i.s. rebirth) (again and again} by their actions 
But the other seers having real wisdom attained immortalie 
which lies beyond actions (i.e. which can be attained after for. 
saking all actions), 
(ii) The (wise and learned) seers attained immortality— 
neither by actions, nor by offsprings, nor by wealth— but only 
by renouncing actions. And the ascetics Qati) enter into 
(Brahman) which is beyond ignorance, lies outside the scope of 
‘the ordinary means of knowledge and shines forth (in its own 
lustre). j 
(Vajasaneyi-samhita 31.18, Taittiyiya Aranyaka 3.12.7, Kaival g= 
panisal, pt. i-2.3 and Nardyanopanisat). á 
(iii) I know tbat preat person, of the colour of the sun 
(reigning) beyond darkness. By knowing him alone one datea 
beyond death (zc. is liberated) and there is no other path that 
may lead one (to that state of freedom). (Svetasvataropani sat 3.8) 
The Vedic passages (referring to liberation) are as lowa 
(i) Dharma is divided into three groups. The first grou ; 
comprises (those who) perform the sacrificial Tites, study he 
scriptures) and make gifts. The second group cormprijes (those 
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who) practise penaricé. The thitd group comprises (those Who) 
practise celibacy, teside ih the préceptor’s hdus¢-artd, living 
there durihg the whole uf their lift, finally exhaust themsélves 
in the précéptor’s house. All of them’ (iz: fHdsé Attached to 
the-above groups) attaii ‘holy abodes (punyaloka). (after death). 
Büt only one whé is absorbed im the cohtemplatlat of Brah- 
min? (byahmasamstha 1) attains irathdértdlity. (Chandogyopanipat 
2.23), 

(ii) Péwple-adspting the life of a ‘wandeting théndicaiit 
‘renounce all actions’ (pravrajanti, literally, adopt a wandering 
life), only béing desirous of attaining such-a world‘{(iz. a world 
ih which tte self is absolutely free). (Brhadaratiyakopanisat 4.4.22) 

Gii) After describing, (ib the follwing passage); that ‘worl. 
daly existence’ (samsarana) is due to actiony—‘“And some other 
wise people say that a person ia full of desires; he puts in éffores 
actording as hé desires; he perfarmg an ketion according as he 
puts in’éfforts, and-an artio which he thu’ performs becomes 
fruitful -(Brhadiranyaképanisal 4.4.5)", (the sdriptise) déséribes 
the real point (in a further passage) : “Such a pétson who is 
full of desires (is bound by worldly existénée). Hence, a person 
who is free from all desires (is not. boutd "by wotldly existérice), 
The life-breath (prdda) of a peron who tias no desire, who is 
free from all degifes, who has pussed'beyord all desires never 
moves upward (i:r. such a'person does not die like an ordinaty’ 
moan); he becomes identical with Brahman itself and atthins 
Brahman” (of. cit. 4.4.6). 

Thus, the contention (of thé oppotient) ds stated (utider stra 
58 abdve}—that there can be nie libération because of an indépa- 
rable relation with debr—is illogical. 
1 (Besides), thé contentivn that there -is only onë stage of life 
- iš also iltogital, ‘because theré iè head: (a stripturàl saying tefe- 
rring to the four stages of life, namely, ‘the four paths that lead 
to the abode of gods’ fT aitlitiya-samhila 5.7.23). 

- Add the brdtmaha passage—that the sacrificial tites which 
are known as the Agnihotra, the Darga dnd the Pirrnamasa are 
(to be performed as long as one is not rendered incapable by) 
old age or death—thas relevance for) only a person Who is 
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desirous of a result. (Thus, person who is free from worldly 
desires is not obliged to perform the said sacrificial rites and 
remains free to perform the functians leading ip liberation). 
How ? (Gautama answerg)— 
Sdlra 60: (Answer continued) The refutation (hy - the 
oppanent that there can he no liberation due to an inse- 
parable relation with debts) ig not justified, because (the 
scripture speaky of) the supsr-imppsition (samdropana) 
(of fire) on'the self (of-a person who is going ta renounce 
the world). ff iv, 1.60 // 
Bhasya : (Apawer continued) It is heard (ie. ig enjojned) in the 
scripture that a Brahmin should gq away (i.e. renounce the 
world) after he has performed the sacrificial rite called the 
‘Prajapatya, has given away al] his wor)dly possessions (as the 
sacrificial fe¢ in it) and lastly, has superimposed the fires on his 
‘self: From this statement we clearly understand that ‘such 
superimposition (ef fires on the self) hag been prescribed in 
respect of only a person all the desires of whom have ceased as 
-a consequence of his attaining freedom: from the (three kinds 
of) longings (esang)—namely, for offsprings, for wealth and for 
worldly fame. 

There are brAhmapa passages tap confirming: (the above. 
conclusion) : “Wishing to take up a different life .(ie..a life 
dificrent fram that of a householder—viz. the Jife of a religious 
mendicant), (the sage) Yâjñava)kya said to(one af his wives), 
‘O Maitreyi? I wish to ge away from this place (ie. I wish tq 
forsake my present life of a householder and take up the life, of 
a religious mendicant). (If you like); I wayld divide my wealth 
between you and (my other wife) Katyayany’ and also,, You 
have thus-been..ingtrycted (by me on the true nature af the 
self), Q Majtreyi! this much only constitutes (the essence af) 
immortaliy’. Sp saying. Yajfiavalkya went -away (fram . the 
house and tapk up the vow ef a religious mendicant”. (Biha. 
dārgnyakopamişat 4.5) ; 


Sätra 6] : {Answer continued) Moreover, the ‘rites to. be 
performed constanj)y until death’ (palracayanta-karman) 
cannot be. justified (in relation to one and all Indiscrimi. 
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nately) and hence, there is no result (of such-tites in the 
form of heaven etc, in respect of one who does not per- 
form them). (That is, the Agnihotra etc.the rites 10 
be performed constantly until death—-are to be perfor- 
med by only a person who is not free from desire «and 
hence, such a person cannot be liberated. But a person 
who is absolutely free from desires and has renounced 
the world can néver be led to thé performance of a 
rite by the urge for attaining the results like heaven 
etc. Thus, he is under no obligation to perfarm cons- 
tantly the rites of Agnihotra etc. and ultimately, becomes 
liberated). f/ iv. 1.63 /} 
Bhäşya : (Answer continued) If {the rites of Agnihotra ete. 
which are to be performed constantly until one is rendered in- 
capable by) old age or death are assumed to be enjoined, with- 
out any discrimination, (in respect of both a person with a 
desire and a person without a desire), it would follow that the 
rites to be performed constantly until death concern everyone 
without any exception. In that case, however, (ie. if it be 
assumed that the rites are to be performed until death by one 
and all), the ¿ruti referring to complete freedom from (the three 
kinds of) longing (esand) would not be justified. (The śruliis 
as follows): “And it (z.e. the cause of renouncing the world) is 
this that the ancient men of wisdom did not long for offsprings. 
They thought, ‘What shall we do with offsprings, we who have 
the self alone as our ultimate goal?’ (Thinking thus), they 
attain complete freedom from the longing for offsprings, the 
longing for wealth and the longing for worldly fame. After 
this, they take up the vow of living by begging {i.2. renounce 
the world).”’ (Arhadéranyakopanisat 4.4). The rites to be perform: 
ed constantly until death do not have any relevance for one 
who has attained complete freedom from the (three kinds of) 
longing, and hence, the result (in the form of heaven etc.) does 
not lead everyone, without ‘discrimination, to the: performance 
of a sacrificial rite. (Thatis, a person; free from desires and 
having no longing for a result would not be induced to the per- 
formance of a sacrificial rite and would not be under the obli- 
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gation of-performing the rites of Agnihotra etc. as long as he 
lives.) 

The view that there is only one ‘stage of life’ (arama) (viz. 
the stage ofa householder). is not justified, because the four 
stages of life are prescribed in Itihasa, Purana and Dharmaéas- 
tra. Ifit be argued that these (Itihasa etc.) have no validity ? 
No (2.2. there can be no such objection), because their validity 
is accepted by pramdna (i.e. Sabda-pramana). Indeed, the validity 
of Itihasa and Purana is accepted by pramdna in the form of the 
following brahmana passage : “the sages like Atharvan, Angiras 
and others said about these Itihsa and Purana, “These Itihasa. 
and Purana :represent the fifth (Veda) and they are the Veda 
of the other Vedas (i.e. they clarify the implication’ of the diffe- 
rent Vedas)”. Therefore, it is illogical to argue that these 
(Itihasa etc.) have no validity. Again, ifthe validity of Dhar: 
masastra is not admitted, there would result a complete cessa- 
tion of (the perforrnance of) the day-to-day duties of the hu- 
man beings and consequently, there would follow the absurdity 
ofan annihilation of the human society. 

. Moreover, absence of validity {in Itihāsa and Purana) can- 
not be justified, because of the sameness of the seer (drasiy) and 
apeaker (pravekir) (of the Veda with that of Itihasa and Purd- 
na). The same persons who, are the seers and speakers of the 
mantra and the brakmana. (portions of the Veda) are also (the 
secrs and speakers) of Itihasa, Purana and Dharmaéastra, 
(Thus, the validity of -Itihāsa etc. is proved by the validity of 
Veda, for they are the compositions of the same authors. ) 

Also, the validity (of Itihasa etc.) in respect of its specific 
subject: matter: (is to be accepted), because each branch of Sasira 
has its own specific subject-matter. The subject-matter of the 
mantra and the brdhkmana (portions of the Veda) is quite different 
from the subject-matter of [tihasa, Purina and Dharmasastra. 
The subject-matter-of mantra and brākmana is the sacrificial rites, 
of Itihasa and Purana the mode of people’s life and of Dharma- 


‘$astra (the formulation of) specific rules ‘regarding the socia) 


conduct of the people. , The specific rules concerning all these 
(different subjects) cannot be framed by one (and the same 
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branch of sastrq) and hence, they ({.e..the - different branches of 
dastya in the form of Itihdsa-etc.) are to be accepted as pramdna 
(is. ag valid) i -respect of their own sybjectsmatten, as in the 
case of the different. sense-orgaps. (The vispal sense is accepted 
as a praména only-in the perception of colour and the audienty 
sense only in that of goynd. Similarly, mantra and brghmana 
have authority aver only the performance of sa¢rifigja! rites and 
Dharmagdetra-ete, over on)y the social conduct-of she people. 
As such, the validity of neither can be denied.) 

Again, (as to the ebjection, given under sqira 58 above, that 
there cap be no liberation) dug tp the imposaibility of severing 
the connegtion with afflictions, (Gautama answers)— — 

Sutra 62 ; Liberation (as a state fren from all sufferings) 

js proved, hecause there is no affliction for a person 

under degp sleap, when he does not experience any 

dream. jfiv. 1.62// eon 

Bhdsya : Justas the gonnectigns of a person—under deep sleep 
when he does not experience any dteam—with attachment as 
well as pleasure and pain are severed, so algo, in the aie of 
liberation, (one becomes free from al! desires and sufferings). 
And the pgople who knaw the true nature of Brahman rite this 
(ie. the state pf dreqraless sleep) as ap instance (for explaining) 
the nature of the liberated self. 

And, moreover, (as to the. objection, given under sūtra 58 
above, that there can be ng likeyation) due to an inseparable 
relatien with activity, (Gautama, answers)— 

` Satra 63: The activities (32. actians) of a person who has 

attained fregdom from afflictions dp not lead te re-birth 

(pratisandhand=pratisandhi— pynarjanma). | fiv. 1.63) 

Bhagya’: When attachment, aversion ia jd ignorance are absolu- 
tely destroyed, activitics (i.e. the good' or bad actions perform- 
ed by a persan) do not lead tp re-birth. Re-hirth means being 
born once again, after the previous birth (i.e. life on earth) has 
come to an end; Such re-birsh. is caused by the craying for 
enjoyment of pleasures. Whon sych craving has absolute]y vik 
appeared; there is no re-birth, for, (in the absence af craving), 


there can be no further birth after the cessation of the preyigus 
, | 
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birth, arid this (iea total absence of re-birth) is nothing but 
liberation. 

(Objection) If it be argued that (in the above view) there 
would follow the absurdity of aétions being without any result? 
(Answer) Nò (ize, there éan be nio such objection}, because (the 
above view) does not negate (the -faét of ) expericncing the 
réšultsöf actions. Tt has beér only stated that (when craving cea- 
sés Absolutely) theré is-no rebirth after the previous birth Has 
tome to an énd; but thereby (the fact.of) experiencing the 
résults of one’s actions is not denied, for all the actions previi 
ously performed bear their resul té in the final birth (i.e. the 
birth ih which one is libératéd and after which there is no 
future birth): 

` Silva 64 : (Objection) No (ie thé affiletions' cannot be 
destroyed absdlutely}, because the stredin of afflictions 
` ig matural. /jiv. 1.64// ` 
Bhajya : (Objection) Sevéring of the connection with afflictions 
is not logically justified. Why ? Because the streath of afflictions 
is natural. That is, the streami of afflictions is beginningless and 
what is beginningless can never be absolutely destiayed. 

To this (£2. to the objection given undér the preceding 
siird}, someone gives (the folowing) answer 

Sitra 65: (The stream of afflictidns), though natura), is 

‘nonetérral-(i.c. can be absolutely destroyed), just as the 
non-existence {dfan effect) prior to its production is 

non-étérnal: piv. 1.65// 

Bhasya : Just as-the non-ex'stence (ofan effect) prior to its pro- 
duction, though beginningless, is destroyed. by the effect that 
comes jiito being (later), so also the stream of afflictions, though 
natural, can be nén-eternal, 
(In answer to the Sdtrie objection), sdiméoneé clst säys— 
Sitra 66; (The non-eternality of the stream of afflictions) 
is just like the non-cternality of the black colour of hn 
(earthly) atom. ffiv. 1.66// © > 
Bhasya : Just as, the black colour of an (earthly) ators, though 
béginningless, is noneteinal (because of being destroyed by) 
conjunction with fire, so also the stream of afflictions, (though 
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beginningless, is _non-eternal, because. it is destroyed by right 
knowledge). 

- (Vatsyayana’s refutation-of the two answersgiven by others.) 
Eternality and non-eternality are the’ properties of the positive 
entities only, (They are applied) primarily to the positive 
entities, and secondarily ‘to non-existence. 

(The view that) the. black colour of an‘earthly atom is be- 
ginningless is illogical, because there is no valid ground, There 
is also no ground to prove ‘that whatever is not charasterised 
by origin is non-eternal. i 
The real answer (is as follows)— 

Sūtra 67 : No (i.e. the objection- given in sūtra 64. above 

does not stand), because attachment ctc, (3.¢. the three 

afflictions, viz. attachment, aversion and ignorance) have 
for their cause deliberation also (ca). }/ ‘iv. 1.67 }/ 

Bhagya : The addition of (two further grounds refuting the 
- objection)---viz. (i) because (attachment, etc.) have for their 

cause action (karman=adrsta) and (ii) because (attachment etc.) 
produced by one another themselves—[is implied by the 


4 


are 
word also (ca) in the siiira]. 
(First), due to wrong delibera 
to, averse to and ignorant about (an object), there are produced 
(the three afflictions of) attachment, aversion and ignorance. 
(Secondly), also the action (of a living being) which is an 
efficient cause for its birth is (to be admitted as) producing 
specific forms of attachment etc. because such specific forms 
Indeed, itis actually. observed that some living 


tions which make one attached 


are observed. 
beings are characterised by attachment in greater proportion, 


some by aversion in greater proportion and some by ignorance 
(That is, the greater proportion of a 


in greater proportion. 
rticular individual must be due to its own 


particular, evil in a pa 
action or. adr sta). ; , 

(Thirdly), attachment ¢tc. are produced also by one another 
themselves.. Thus, one under ignorance becomes attached, one 
under ignorance gets angry (i.e. is characterised by aversion), 
one who gets attached becomes ignorant, and one who gets 


angry becomes ignorant. 
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j None of the -wrong deliberations is produeed when right 
knowledge (is produced). If the cause does not appear, the effect 
too cannot come into being, and hence, (in the state of libera- 
tion) the production of attachment ete, is absolutely impossible. 
(That is, in the state of liberation, the cause of the three afflic- 
tions or attachment ctc:—viz. wrong. deliberation—is destroyed 
for good by right knowledge. Thus, when one is liberated, the 
afflictions finally cease to exist because of the absence of the 
cause and cannot go on forever), . 

Moreover, it is Ulogical-(to claim).that the stream of afflic- 
tions Yalone) is beginningless, for all these positive entities ike 
the body etc. which are related to the self (in various ways) are 
being created (one after another) in a beginningless stream. 
(Thus, since eyen the beginningtess entities like the body etc. 
are observed to be destroyed absolutely, it cannot be claimed 
that there is no absolute cessation of the stream of afflictions 
because it is beginningless) Indeed, of these entities, there is 
not a single one, except right knowledge, which is not preceded 
by (a similar one) previously produced and no one of them (can 
be characterised as) the one produced ‘first’. (That is, the 
body etc. also are produced in a beginningless stream, “Bach 
body, for instance, is preceded by a previous body, and 
each previous one by a further previous one, and so on, 
Thus, no singie body, in the beginningless stream of badies 
can be singled out as ‘the first onc’, Right knowledge, how- 
ever, is not a beginningless entity, because, if it be so, false 
knowledge leading to re-birth etc. would not have been produ- 
ced at all), Even then (z.e. though it is admitted that a begi- 
nningless product may be absolutely destroyed), it cannot be 
admitted that an-éntity not characterised by origin also is cha- 
racterised by destruction. 

(In the state of liberation, one’s) action (adysf2) which is an 
efficient cause for the birth of a living being does not act as a 
cause for the production of attachment etc. because of the 
removal of the wrong deliberations by right knowledge. How- 
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ever, the result in the form of the sensation-of pleasure and 
pain is produced (even after one has acquired right knowledge, 
only 40 long as one’s prarabdharkarman or the-action which has 
already started to go: into fruition’ is not destroyed through 
such experiences of pleasure and pain): (Thus, when one has 
fully experienced all the results-of one’s past actions, he is no 

longer tortured. by afflictions and attains final’ liberation). 

Here ends (be section on the critical examination of liberation 

(apavarge-partksa-prakarana) 
First Gknika of the fourth chapter ends 


i 
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Adhyaya 4 Zhnika ? 


L ON THE PRODUCTION OF RIGHT KNOWLEDGE: 


Bhasya z (Objection) Is the right knowledge (of a person 
striving for liberation) produced in respect of each “single one 
of as many as objects of valid knowledge there are (1-6. 
in respect of each one of the'twelve objects of valid know- 
ledge or prameya-s enumerated in Nydya-sittra i 1.9) ?. Or, (is the 
right knowledge of a person striving for liberation) produced in 
respect-of only some specific one (of such objects) ? at 

i {Query to the objector) What is the difference here (ie. be- 
tween the two alternatives mentioned above) ? (The implica- 
tion-is: what ia the difficulty in actepting either of the two. 
alternatives ?) (Objector’s explanation) (The right knowledge 
cannot be admitted to be), produced in respect of each single 
one of as many as objects of valid knowledge there are, bee 
cause the objects of knowledge are innumerable. Nor (can the. 
right knowledge be admitted to be) produced in respect of only 
some specific one, for in that case the ignorance concerning the 
one in respect of which right knowledge has not been produced 
would not be destroyed and thus, there arises the absurdity of 
ignorance continuing as before due to the fact that the. igno- 
rancé concerning one particular object cannat be removed by 
the right knowledge in respect of some other different object. 
(Thus, neither of the alternatives can be accepted.) 

(Vatsyayana’s answer) The objection does not hold, because 
ignorance means false knowledge, and not simply the non-pro- 
duction of right knowledge. Thus, (a persoh striving for libe- 
ration) is to-acquire the right knowledge in respect of that 
specific object (2.6. prameya) the false knowledge continuing in 
respect of which becomes the rout-cause of his (confinement ta) 
worldly existence. 

What exactly is this false knowledge (which is said to be 
the cause of one’s confinement to worldly existence)? The 
notion of self in what‘is not self. To explain, (such false know- 


Ma 
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ledge means) the ‘erroneous notion’ (moha) or the ‘false idea 
concerning the self’ (akamkdra) in the form ‘I am (the body or 
the like)’, (which wrongly identifies the conscious self with the 
unconscious body etc.). In other words, the false idea regard- 
ing the self means the (false) cognition of one who cognises as 
self what is nor self, in the form, «I am (the body or the like)’. 
What, again, is the group of entities which becomes the object 
of the falseidea concerning the self? (That is, what are the 
objects. with the group of which the self is generally wrongly 
identified ?) (The group consists of) the body, the sense-organs, 
the mind, pleasure and pain, and cognition. (Cf. Bhdrya on 
Nydya- stttra iti, 1. 1). 

How does the false idea concerning the self which has for 
its object (the group of above-mentioned entities) become the 
root-cause of (one’s confinement to) worldly existence ? One 
who has—in the form ‘I'am (the body étc.)’—wrongly ascer- 
tained (the self as nothing but) an aggregate of the body etc. 
thinks that the annihilation of the body etc. would result in 
the annihilation of the very self. Thinking thus, he becomes 
overwhelmed by the passion for not being annihilated and takes 
up the body etc. again and again (through different births), 
Taking up the body etc. in this way, he (foolishly) strives for 
birth and death and, therefore, not being free from (the bond- 
age of) the body etc., fails to attain freedom from suffering. 

On the other-hand, one who looks. upon suffering and the 
locus through which suffering is experienced (i.e. the body) and 
the different forms of pleasure which are all invariably connected 
with suffering (as nothing but suffering) in the form “all these 
are sufferings only” rightly understands (the nature of) suffer- 
ing; and then, suffering—the nature of which has been rightly 
understood —is totally forsaken, for, just like poisoned food, one 
does never take it up. Inthe same way, one looks upon the 
evils and the actions also as nathing but causes of suffering, 
and since an absolute cessation of the stream of sufferings is not 
possible so long as the evils are not totally avoided;-ome forsakes 
the evils. And it has already been said (in Nyaya-sittra iv. 4.63): 
when the evils have been totally forsaken, ‘one’s actions do 
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not lead to re-birth’. 

(That is why Gautama) specifies re-birth (pretyabhava), result 
(bhala) and suffering (duhkha) as what must be rightly known 
and also, actions and evils as what is to be totally forsaken (by 
onë striving for liberation). Liberation is the final goal and the 
means for achieving it is right knowledge. And the knowledge 
(of the prameya-s) as they really arc—~-i, the right: knowledge 
(of the pramzya-s)—is produced in respect of only one who pro- 
perly practises or repeatedly performs (actions) or correctly 
meditates with regard to the pramepa-s which are thus divided 
into four classes, (That is, one who assiduously meditates 
upon the true nature of the pramepz-s acquires the right know- 
ledge of the prameya-s and becomes liberated). Thus— 

Szira 1: The cessation of the false idea concerning the 

self results fram (acquiring) the right knowledge about 

the causes of evil. /Jiv. 2.1}) 

Bhasya : The prameya-s—-starting from the body and ending with 
suffering (asin the list given by Npéya-sittra i. 1,9)—are the 
(indirect) causes of evil, for the false knowledge (which is actu- 
ally the direct cause of evil) has these (fhyameya-s) as its object. 
Therefore, when produced, the right knowledge which has for 
its object the said prameya-s (viz. the body etc.) removes the false 
idea concerning the self which too has for its object the same 
prameya-s (viz. the body etc.), because the two (viz. right know- 
ledge and false knowledge) are opposed to each other with 
regard to the same object only. (That is, the false knowledge 
of x is removed by the right knowledge of x only and uot of 
anything else. Thus, the false idea concerning the self which 
is nothing but false knowledge about the body ete. is removed, 

when there is produced right knowledge about the real nature 
ofthe body etc.) Thus, (it has been maintained that) libera- 

tion is attained through right knowledge, when each previous 

one ‘in the series of ‘suffering, birth, activity, evil and false 
knowledge’ is removed as a consequence of the removal of the 

one immediately preceding it (Vydya-siitra i. 1.2). 

And by this (iz. by what has been said in the present sūtra) 
is only reiterated the doctrine of the system (already stated) in 


+» 
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brief (under Mydya-séitra i. 1.2) and no new’ doctrine is being t 


put forward, 
However, the order (in which) the* tight knowledge (brasam- — 
khyāna, lite excellent , and ee knowledge) aon pe varin 


viz: í 
a 2+ The objects like colour'and others, when subjec- 
ted to (wrong) deliberation (samkalpa), become the caus- 
es of the evils. /Äv. 2:2// 

Bhasya : The objects of the senses (viz. smell, taste, colour, touch 

and-sound) are the objects of desire, and i hence, they are referr- 

ed to as ‘colour and others’. When these {i e. colour and others) 
are wrongly deliberated upon (as desirable), they produce atta- 
chment, aversion and ignorance. And ‘these should be righty 
ascertained ‘first. When one rightly ascertains them, one’s 
wrong deliberations concerning the objects like colour and 
others are all removed. Again, after such wrong deliberations 


have all been-removed, ‘one should rightly ascertain the body — 
etc. with réference to the self (ie. one should rightly differen- — 


tiate the body-etc. from the self ) and from such right ascertain- 
ment (of the nature of the body ete,), there follows the cessation 


of all wrong notions concerning the (nature of the) self. Thus, i 


one (who is free from all wrong notions concerning the nature 


‘of the self and) lives on with one’s mind free from any attach- 


ment to the self or anything external is said to be liberated. 

After this is being laid down what notion (samjnd) is 10 be 
-discarded and what notion is to: be meditated upon (by one 
striving for liberation). And ‘this (i.2.;the following sitra) has 


nothing to-do with either the refutation’of (the reality of) an 


(external) object or the acceptance of (the reality of} an a 
nal) object. How is it so? 
Sätra 3: The cause of all those evils, however, is the 
‘erroncous idea’ (abhimdna) regarding the ‘whole’ (avaya- 
vin). ff ivi 2.3 }] 


Bhasya : The cause ofall those evils, however, is the erroneous 


idea regarding the ‘whole’, (For-example},.duch (an erroneous) — 


idea, in the case of a man, would be the notion ‘this woman is 
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beautiful (sapariskaré; literally, adorned with purity)’ or, inthe . 
case of a woman, would be the notion ‘this man is handsome’. 

And there are also ‘notions based ona mark’ (nimitla-samjna) 
and ‘notions based on super-imposition through resemblance’ 
fanupyatjana-samjna). 

The notions based on a mark are ‘this is the tongue’, ‘these 
are the ears’, ‘these are the teeth’, ‘these are the Hips’, ‘these 
are the eyey’ and ‘this is the nase’. (That is, when a man long- 
ing for a woman’s company identifies as such her different 
limbs or when a.woman longing for a man’s company identifies 
as such his different limbs, the notions of the two illustrate 
notions based on a mark.) 

The example of a notion based on super-imposition through 
resemblance would be : such and such are the lips (of thisman 
or of this woman). (That is, when a man or a woman super- 
imposés, on account of resemblance, something else on her or 
his. limbs, their notions would illustrate the present type of 
notions, Thus, for instdnce,.a man deeply attached to a: woman 
may super-impose the moon on her face on account of their 
extraordinary charm and say ‘her face is verily the moon’.) 

All such notions intensify sexual desire as well as the evils 
that invariably accompany it and are réally to be shunned. 
(Therefore, one striving for liberation) must discard these 
notions (very carefully). 

(There is also another kind of notion), namely, «notion 
based on a limb of the body’ (avayava-samjfa) which is to be 
distinguished from ‘nation based on a mark’ (nimitla-samjnd). 
For example, the notion (of a man or a woman looking upon 
her or his body—not as something beautiful and desirable— 
but only as an assemblage of) different kinds of hair, flesh, 
blood, bones, sinews, tendons, the clements of the phlegmy and 
the bilious, excrements and the like. This (7.2. an avayava-sam- 
jaa) is calted by the learned.a ‘notion of the vicious’ (atubha- 
samjna). As one meditates upon such a notion, one’s attach- 
ment due to sexual desire is totally destroyed. 

It is true that both kinds of objects (underlying the two 
kinds of notions, viz. avayava-samjfa and the -rest) are actually 
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there. Still, here is being laid down what kind of notion is ‘whole’ is not apprehended ( : A 
Ù: . engage as réa » One can in no wa 
8 y be 


to be meditated upon, and what kind of notion is to be discard~ 
ed, As for instance; in the case of food contaminated by poison, 
the notion ‘it is food’ makes one accept it, while the notion ‘it 
is poison’ makes one leave it aside, (That is, one striving for 
liberation should meditate upon avayava‘samjaa only and dis. 
card-all other samjñä-s. One would thus become free from the 
evils and attain liberation ultimately.) 
Flere ends the section on the production of right knowledge 
(tatloaj ninolpalli-prakerana) 


HI. ON THE REALITY, OF THE PART AND THE WHOLE 


Bhasya: Now, the denial (of the reality) of the «whole? is 
sought to be established-with arguments by one.who intends to 
deny (the reality of) the (extérnal) objects. (That is, Gautama 
is now going to present, in his own way, the position of the 
opponent who seeks to deny the reality of the ‘whole’.) 

Sūtra 4 : There is doubt (regarding the reality or unrea- 

lity of the whole’), because apprehension (vidya) and 

non-apprehension (avidyd) are of two kinds. // iv. 2.4. Jj 

Bhasya : Apprehension is of two kinds, because there is appre- 
hension sometimes of the existent (e.g. the apprehension of 
water ina pool) and sometimes of the non-existent (e.g. the 
apprehension of water in a mirage). Non-apprehension too is 
of two kinds, because there is non-apprehension sometimes of 
the existent (e,g. the non-apprehension of water hidden under 
the earth) and. sometimes of the non-existent (e.g. the non- 
apprehension of a horn on the here’s head). 

If the ‘whole’ is (claimed to be) apprehended (as real), there 
would be doubt (regarding its reality), because of the twofold. 
ness of apprehension. If, again, the ‘whole’ is (claimed to be) 
not apprehended (as real), there would be doubt (regarding its 
reality), because of the twofoldness of non-apprehension. Thus, 
even if the ‘whole’ is apprehended (as real) or even ifthe 


free from such a doubt. 
Satya 5 + (Gautama’s contention) There is no doubt c 
terning (the reality or unreality of) the ‘whole’ eae 
(the existence of the whole’) is well-established b the 
grounds Previously mentioned, jjiv. 2.5) nee 
pis : The doubt concerning (the reality or unt eality of) the. 
whole is not justified. Why? Because the grounds previo 
dy mentioned (in Mpaya-sitra ii, 1. 34-36 for proving the exist EA 
of the whole’) stand'unrefuted and the emergence of a di ae 
substance (in the form of the ‘w vs oni 
admitted, 
Sutra'6 : (Opponent’s contention) But, then, (it ma 
well be argued that) there is no doubt acai oe 
reality or unreality of) the ‘whole’, because psec 
existence of the ‘whole’ is well-established by the fact 
that) the presence (neither of the «whole? within the pares 
nor of the parts within the ‘whole*) is also oe 
justified, /Jiv, 2.6/} z 
Bhasya : (Opponents contention) But, then, (it may as well b 
argued that) the doubt (concerning the réality or REN j 
the ‘whole’) is not justified an the ground that the pr pie 
(neither of the ‘whole’ within the Parts nor of the nies as 
the ‘whole’) is also logically justified, (and this fact eae 
the ‘whole’ does not exist. | ie igus: 
: Ir (i-e. the argument, mentioned by the opponent in sitra 6 
a ape tise non-existence af the ‘whole’ is being explained 
Sütra 7 : (Opponent’s view) The ‘whole’ does not exist 
because the parts can occupy neither the entire (risna) 
(‘whole’) nor any segment (ekadesa) (of the ‘whole’), 
4y. 
Bhasya : (Opponent’s view) Each individual Sail 
panne occupy singly the entire ‘whole’, because there is diffe. 
rence in the magnitudes of the two (viz. an individual part‘and 


hole") is necessarily to be 
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the entire ‘whole’), and also “because thére arises the absurdity 
of there being no relation (of the ‘whole’-which is entirely occu- 
pied- by a particular individual part)’ with the other individual 
parts, “Nor can each individual ‘part occupy any segment of, 
the ‘whole’, for the'whole’ has,.as'its segment, no section other 
than those individual component parts themselves. `- ~ i; 
` a Now, if it be ‘claimed that the' ‘whole’ actually -is présent 
within the parts‘? -(To this, the opponent aniwérs)— ` Jeti 
Suira 8 (Opponents view) Thè whole” does not exist, 
_ because the. ‘whole’ also” cannot’ be present: within the 
parts. /fiv. 2.8)) 5 
Bhasya : (Opponent’s view) (The entire ‘whole’), however, can- 
notoccupy, each one‘of the individual parts, because there is 
difference inthe magnitudés of the two (viz. the entire ‘whole 
and an individual part) and also because there arises the absur- 
dity of asubstance inhering only in.one single substance (viz. 
an individual part). Nor?(can it be! said that the ‘whole’) 
occupies all the ‘individual parts through its variéus segments, 
because there is no other part (of the ‘whole’ except those indi- 
vidual‘component parts themselves), 
Therefore, the doubt (concerning the reality or.whrealicty of 
the ‘whole’) is not justified, because {it'is established that the) 
‘whole’ does not exist: 
Stra 9 : (Opponent’s view) (The whole ‘does not exist), - 
also because the ‘whole’ is present'neither within sóme- 
thing other than the parts. }fiv: 29/4 ' i 
Bhayya.-(Opponent’s view) The expression “the whole’ does 
not exist” follows (ie. isto be added here fromthe previous 
satra for completing the sense). The ‘whole’ is present néither 
within something other than the parts, for it-is not- perceived 
(elsewhere) and also, there- would follow the absurdity of (the 
twhole’) being eternal. , 
Sūtra 10 : (Opponents view)'Nor is the ‘whole’ (identi- 
cal) with the parts, (That is, if also cannot ‘be maintain: 
ed that the whole” is both different from and‘ identical 
with the parts.) /fiv. 2.10// 
Bhisya : (Opponent’s view) The ‘whole’ cannot also be (admitt- 


a 
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ed to be) a property (dharma) of the parts. Why? Because, in 
the same way.as shawn previously, the relation of the niet 
property’ (dharmanftra=avayqvin or the ‘whole’) with the pro- 
‘perty- possessors (dharmin)—i.e. the parts—cannot be logically 
justified, and the argument—since the property (i.e, the whole’) 
is never perceived apart from the property-possessors, the parts 
equally applies herë also (i.2. goes against the present conten~ 
tion also),, m 
Satra 12: (Answer) The question (regarding the occupa- 
tion of the parts by the twhole’ as has been raised above 
by. the opponent), does not arise, because, there being 
_ no difference within a: single entity, the usé of ‘words 
signifying. difference” (bhieda-sabda) is not justified. _ 
iv, 2.1 
Bhasya : (Answer) The question—Is the entire cle Siis 
within each of the individual parts? Or, is it present there 
through a particular segment ?—is not. logically possible. Why ? 
Because, there being no difference within a-single entity oe 
use of.words signifying difference is not justified. The word 
‘entire’ (krlsna) signifies the total number of entitics when there 
are many, and the word “segment’ (chagesa) signifies any ane 
of the entities when there are different ones, Thus, (the use 
of) neither of these two words, namely,. ‘entire’ and ‘segment? 
—both of which refer to difference (ie. are to be used in respect 
of entities only when there are different ones}-—can be justified 
in-respect of a single entity due to (the fact that) there is no 
difference (within a single entity). oi l 
. The argument—viz. the ‘whole’ cannot be present through 
its various segments; because there is no other part—~is not a 
proper ground (for establishing the unreality of the whole’). 
(And this is explained by Gautama as follows) : oy) 
Sülra J2: (Answer continued) (‘The argurnent that the 
‘whole’ cannot occupy the different individual parts 
through its various segments, because there is no other 
part of the ‘whole’ except the individual component 
parts themselves) is not a proper ground (for establishing 
- the unreality of the ‘whole’), because, even if there exis- 
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ted some other parts, the ‘whole’ would not have been 

(proved to be) present within the parts. // iv. 2.12 f/ 
Bhisya: (Answer continued) (As to the argument) ‘because 
there is no other part’, (Gautama replies as follows). Even if 
there existed a segment in the form.of some other part, one 
part would have been present within another part, but not the 
‘whole’ (within the parts). Thus, since the ‘whole’ is not. (pro~ 
ved to be) present within the parts in spite of the existence of 
sorae other part, the argument that the ‘whole’ cannot occupy 
the different individual parts through jts various segments, bes 
cause there is no other part of the ‘whole’ cannot be a proper 
ground (for denying the reality of the ‘whole’). 

What, then, ts the nature of the presence (ortti)(of the ‘whole’ 
within the parts)? (Presence of the ‘whole’ within the parts 
means) occurrence (pyapti), that is, the ‘relation of being the 
substratum and the superstratum’ (araya asrita-sambandha) be- 
tween one substance (viz. the-<whole’) and, many substances 
(viz. the parts). 

When, again, is there the substratum-superstratum relation ? 
The substratum (alraya) {of a product) is the entity elsewhere 
from which that (product) cannot be logically said to come into 
being. [In other words, a produet or an effect is the suiperstra- 
tum (dirila) and that particular substance within which alone 
the product or the effect comes into being is the substratum 
(Gsraya) |. A product (karya-dravya) never comes into being 
anywhere except within the ‘substances which are its (material) 
causes’ (karana-draupa). (That is, the ‘whole’ which is a-product 
always comes into being within the parts which are its material 
causes. Thus, the ‘whole’ represents the superstratum and the 
parts the substratum, and the Substratumt-superseratum relation 
between them -is justified.) The reverse is the case with the 
substances that constitute the (material) causes. (That is, the 
parts which are the material causes of the ‘whole’ do not come 
into being within the ‘whole’; they come into being elsewhere, 

namely, within their own component parts. Hence, the “whole’ 
cannot represent the substratum, nor the parts the supers- 
tratam.) 
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(Objection) How would it (be possible) in the case of eternal 
entities ? (Answer) It would be established (in such cages) on 
the basis of its observation in the case of non-eternal entities. 
(Objection explained) How would the substratum-superstratum 
rélation be possible in the case of the eternal substances (which 
are not products and have no material cause)? (Answer) On 
the basis of the observation of the substratum-superstratum 
relation in the case of the non-eternal substarices and their 
qualities, such a relation is established also in the case of the 
eternal substances (i.e. though the eternal substances being 
partiess cannot be said to be related through the substratum. 
superstratum relation in the ‘part-whole’ manner, still, such a 
relation is possible between the eternal substances and their 
respective qualities), 

Therefore, in respect of one striving for liberation, only the 
erroneous idea regarding the ‘whole’ is being prohibited, but 
(the reality of) the ‘whole’ has not been denied ; just as, only 
the wrong deliberations in respect of colour ete. have been pro- 
hibited, but (the reality of) colour etc. themselves has not been 
denied. 

Even though already refuted (in Npaya-sitra ii, 1. 34) by 
(the argument that) “everything will remain unperceived, if the 
existence of the ‘whole’ is denied (and an object is regarded to 
be a mere aggregate of atoms instead), the opponent further 
contends as fallows— , 

Sira 13% (Objection) The (visual) perception of an 

aggregate of atoms would be just like the (visual) per- 

ception ofa mass of hairs by a ‘person ‘suffering from 

morb'd vision’ (taimirika). j} iv. 2.13 jf 
Bhasya : (Objection) Just as, a person suffering form morbid 
vision does not perceive each single hair, yet he does perceive 
a mass of hairs ; so alsa, (even if) each single atom (constituting 
an aggregate) is not perceived, yet an aggregate of atoms is 
perceived (by a person with unimpaired vision). And thus, 
what it (ie. the perception of an object) reveals is nothing but 
a mere aggregate of atoms. 

Sūra 14: (Answer) The soundness (pajubhava) or the 
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deficiency (mandebhdva) of a senseiorgan is (to be judged) 
only when: it does’ pot go beyond the range of its own 
‘specific object, and the distinctness or the indistinctness 
of the cognition of an abject is due ta such (soundness or 
deficiency of a sensesprgan). And a sense-organ ‘docs 
“never operate in respect of what is not its own apeatine 
abject. jj iv. 214) > , ls 
Bhasya': (Answer) The distinciness or the ‘indistinctness of the 
cognitions of objects results from the soundness or the defi- 
ciency of the sénse-organs only with reference to their own-spe- 
cific:abjetts. The visual sense-organ, though sound enough, 
never ‘perceives sinell ‘which js not its own specific object and, 
again, ‘even, if deficient, docs not cease to operate in MERC of 
its own specific object, Some particular person suffering from 
morbid vision—as has ‘been referred to (in:the previous stitra)— 
docs not perceive a sirighe hair which is 4 specific object for the 
visual sense-organ, and yethe does perceive a mass of hairs. 
But both of them (ie. a single hair as well as a mass of hairs) 
arè perceived through the visyal sence-organ by one who is not 
suffering from morbid vision, The atoms, on the other hand, 
are imperceptible, novof the nature-of an object of a senst-organ 
3 and are never perceived by any sense-organ, (Ifit be claimed 
that) such atoms, when collected together, are perceived, there 
would follow the absurdity ofa sense. organ operating in res- 
pect of what is not its own specific object, for (according to way 
opponent) no other ‘entity, (in the forin of a ‘whole’) distinct 
from (the mere collection of) the atoms is ever apprehended. 
(That is, in short, the opponent’s explanation of the non-per- 
ception of a single atom and the perception of an aggregate oF 
atoms on the analogy of the non-perception of a single hair 
and the perception of a mass of hairs by a person suffering 
from nvorbid-vision is not! justified, because Hair is intrinsically 
perceptible, while an atom is intrinsically imperceptible.) 
(Moreover, ‘the opporient’s view is vitiated by contradic- 
tion). Now, these atoms, when conjoined with ont another, 
are perceived and hence, cease to be: imperceptibje (i-e. become 
perceptible). But, again, the same atoms, when disjoined from 
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‘oné another, are not perceived and hence, do not constitute an 
object -of a sense-organ, (i.e. become imperceptible). Thus, if 
the production of a distinct substance (i.e. & ‘whole’ over and 
above the parts) is not admitted; there would result a gravecon- 
tradiction, as has been shown above. It would, therefore, be 
onty:logical-to maintain that there is produced a distinct sub: 
stance (in the’ form ofa ‘whole’) which really constitutes che 
object ofan apprehension (When‘ one perceives anything like 
-the ‘jar etc,). ek = pl, 

(Objection) If it be argued that. just the ‘mere collectivity’ 
(sdiicayemdlra) is the object (of perception) ? (That is, te avoid 
the contradiction, it may be argued that even when the atoms 
are collected together, one does not perceive the atoms them- 
selves; what one perceives is just the collectivity.) (Answer) 
No.:Such a‘claim is illogical, because collectivity is really’ of 
the nature of conjunction and conjunction which is located in 
imperceptible substances is never perceived. To explain, collec- 
tivity really means the mutual conjunction of many substances 
and ‘conjunction is perceived only if it is located in perceptible 
substances; if it is located in imperceptible substances, it is not 
perceived. This is because one perceives conjunction in the 
form ‘this (substance) ‘is conjoined with that (substance)’ (which 
presupposes also the perceptibility of the: substances conjoined). 
Therefore, it (ie. the. answer given. by the opponent'to the 
charge of contradiction) is illogical, (for the atoms being 
imperceptible entities théir collectivity or mutual. conjunction 
too - must reamnain equally so.) ‘ 

(Nor can it,be argued that an individual atom, though not 
really imperceptible, is not perceived due to the presence of 
some obstruction, like a jar shut off by a screen, for instance), 
because, the (admission of) some eause for the non-perception 
of an object in the form of an obstruction etc. is justified in the 
case of such an object only. as is (observed, at least in a few 
occasions, to be) perceived by arly. of the sense-organs. (That 


“iş, a jar is not totally imperceptible, for experience proves that 


it can generally be perceived with the eyes, Hence, if in some 
particular case, it remains unperceived, its non-perception may 
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be explained to be due to’ ari obstruction. An atom, on the 
other hand, is totally ‘imperceptible, for it is never perceived 
by anybody through any sense-organ, ‘Hence, it is not logical 
to explain its non-perception to be due to an obstruction). 
Therefore, the non: perception of the atoms is not due to any 
deficiency in the sense-organ, just as, the non-perception of 
smell and the like by the, visual sense is not due to any def- 
ciency in the sense-organ itself. (That is, smell isnot perceived 
by the visual sense not because it is deficient but because smell 
lies outside its scope. In the same way; atoms.are not percei- 
ved by any sense-organ, not because the sense-organ is deficient, 
but because atoms lie outside the range of all sense-organs. 
cf. also Myaya-stitra ii. 1.36). 
Sūtra 15 : (Answer continued) Moreover, the said diff- 
culty (prasanga) relating to the ‘whole’ and the parts 
(viz. that the ‘whole’ cannot’ be present within the parts 
cither entirely of through its segments, etc.) would con- 
tinue till an ‘absolute non-existence-of all things? (pra- 
laya) (4.€. would ultimately lead to an absolute non-exis: 
tence of all things). {} iv. 2.15 7) 
Bhasya : (Answér continued) The non-existence (of the ‘whole’) 
has been sought to be proved (by the opponent) on the ground 
of the unjustifiability of the presence of the ‘whole’ within the 
parts. But such non-existence may as well be made to apply 
to` the case of the parts themselves, considering the parts in 
relation to their own component parts (in the same dilemmatic 
way as has been done in the case of the ‘whole’ and the parts) 
‘and (carried on further step by step) it ‘would pltimately lead 
to an absolute non-existence of all things, or it would come to 
an end on arriving at the atom which ‘is partless. (That is, all 
things would be either proved to be non-existent or reduced to 
mere atoms.) In both cases, there would remain nothing that 
may be said to constitute the object of perception, and duc to 
the absence of the object of perception itsclf, there can be no 
perception either. But the unjustifiability of the presence (of 
the «whole within the parts which is the ground of the oppo- 


nent) is based on perception, and since it {ultimately leads to 
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an absolute non-existence of all things or mere atoms and there- 
by) annihilates its own basis (1.4. negates the. very possibility of 
perception), it can succeed only in annihilating its own self (i.e. 
it canhot prove the non-existence of the whole’). Besidea— 

Siira 16 : (Answer continued) An absolute non-existence 

of all things is not possible, because an atom /anu=pare- 

manu) remains (in the end). // iv. 2.16 7} 
Bhaésya : (Answer continued) The alleged non-existence (of the 
‘whole’ as well as the parts further and further) on the ground 
of the unjustifiability of residence comes to an.end after arriv- 
ing at an atom which is partless; and thus, (because of the exis- 
tence of the atoms).does not lead ultimately to an absolute non- 
existence of all things. The partlessness of an atom (follows from 
the face that an atom represents} an entity compared to which 
nothing èlse can be smaller (and hence), in which the possibi- 
lity of getting smaller and smaller due to further and further 
division (of the parts) is ended. (For instance, the pieces of) 
an earth-clod (losfa) which is being divided into parts (further 
and further) become smaller and smaller, step by step. But 


‘such a possibility of getting smaller and smaller is ended after 


a piece is arrived at compared to which ne othey piece can be 
(conceived to be) smaller,- z.e. which is minute ‘to the utmost 
degree. Thus, what we call by the term ‘atom’ is an entity com- 
pared to which nothing else can be smaller. (That is, an atom 
represents the minutest particle of a substance, which admits 
of no further division.) 

Satra 17 : (An atom represents what) lies (in the continu- 

ous process of dividing a substance into parts) beyond 

the triad (irufi==trasarenu), {fiv. 2.17// 
Bhasya : If the process of division into parts does-not come.to 
rest anywhere, all (composite) substances. would be composed 
of a countless number of parts, and thus, (a triad) would have 
to forsake its very ‘nature of being a triad’ (trujita). (That is, 
if the process of division may be continued endlessly, even a 
triad which is accepted to be the smallest perceptible substance 
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would be composed of an unlimited number of parts and as 
such, would no longer remain a very small substance.)- 


Here ends the section or the realiry of the part and the whole 
(avayavévayaoi-prakorana) 


IU: ON THE REALITY OF A PARTLESS ENTITY (ATOM) 


Bhasya : And‘now the Anupalambhika ‘who thinks that all 
is non-existent’ contends— - 

Sdra 18 : (Objection) An atom (as a ‘partless entity) can- 

not be logically established, because there!is. penetration 

‘(uyalibheda) by “akdta. . fiv. 2.18}/ -°! 
Bhasya : (Objection) An-atom as a partless entity cannot be 
logically established. -Why ? Because of penetration by akéia. 
Akasa pervades the inside (antak) as well as the outside (bahih) 
of an atom, ‘and hence, an atom is penetrated by akata. Since 
it is penetrated, it is ‘composed of parts’ (sdoayava) avd, since 
it is composed of parts, it is non-eternal. ° 

Sitra 19 : (Objection) Otherwise akdfa would not be 


ubiquitous. //iv. 2.197) ' 
Bhāşya : (Objection) Lf, on the other hand, the above isnot 
accepted, that is, (if it is denied) that &kēśa is present within an 
atom, it would lead to an absurd position, namely, akdia is not 
ubiquitous. 

Siilra’'20’: (Answer). The terms ‘inside’ (antah) and ‘out- 

side’ (bahik) refer to certain causes of a “produced sub- 

stance’ (karya-dravya) and hence, they are not applicable 

to what is not a product. /fiv. 2.20/} itil ne 
Bh&sya n (Answer) The term “inside” réfera to (a substance’s 
material) causes (i.e. the component parts lying in the middle) 
which are separated by certain other (material) causes (i. by 
the component parts occupying the periphery). Again, the 
term ‘outside’ refers to (a substancé’s material) causes (i.¢. the 
component parts occupying the periphery). Again, the term 
‘outside’ refers to (a substance’s material) causes (7.2. the com- 


a 


í 
Nyaya-silira iv. 2.22 355 


ponent parts occupying the periphery). which separate others 
(że. the component parts. Jying in. the middle), but are not 
themselves separated.- (In short, ania} refers to the paris situ- 
ated in the middle and Sahih’ to the parts situated at the outer 
limit.) And all these are possible only in the case of a produced 
substance, ‘but not in the cas¢- ofan atom, since an atom ie net 
a product. .In the case of an atom which is not a product (i.e. 
is not produced through a combination of parts); there is noth- 
ing which may be referred to as ‘inside’ or ‘outside’, “The 
things in the case.of which such references are possible are the 
substances (like the-dyad etc.) which are really the products of 
atoms, and not the atoms themselves:, An arom is a substance 
anything smaller than which is inconceivable. 
Stra 31; (Akasa is) ubiquitous, because sounds (Sabda) 
and conjunctions. (sampoga) are (observed to) originate 
everywhere (as located in dkdta). liN. 2. 22/7 
Bhisya: Wherever sounds are produced, they are produced, in 
every case, within ‘akasa; that is, all of them have akaka for their 
substratum, Moreover, the conjunctions of all the minds (manas) 
all the atoms and all the substances produced from ‘them ae 
observed to originate in @kaja. No corporeal (marta). substance 
as disjoined from @kata is ever observed. . Therefore, akita ig 
not non-wbiquitous. 
Sūtra 22: However, ‘unchangeability of structure’ (avyū- 
ha), ‘non-obstruction of movement’ (aotsfambha) and: 
ubiquity (vibhutva) are the essential ‘ characteristics of 
ahitta, jfiv. 2.22) | i 
Bhasya = The structure of. akasa remains unchanged even when 
a substance moving violently strikes. against it. (It is not so in 
the case of other substances), For instance, (the previous struc- 
ture of) water (is disturbed) by a log (thrown into it). Why ? 
Because (akasa) is not composed of parts. À 
Again, akafa does not obstruct the movement of a substance 
moving violently, and striking against it, ie, does not impede 
the quality (viz. velocity or vega) that causes movement ina 
substance.. Why? Because dkdfa:is not characterised by 
touch. Obstruction of movement is observed in the oppasite 
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(ie. in the substances characterised by touch.) 

‘And now you (the opponent) are not justified in imputing 
the properties observed. in a substance characterised by touch 
to what is opposed to it (ts. a substance not characterised by 


touch). « 

“The effecthood (i.e. the compositeness)of an atom is negated 
by the absurdity~ that, in that case, the component parts of an 
atom would -have to be still smaller.. If an atom is assumed to 
be made up of parts, there follows the-absurdity that the com- 
ponent parts of an atom are stil] smaller (i.e. even smaller than 
an atom). Why? Because it is observed that there is a differ- 
ence in the magnitudes of the ‘substance representing the effect’ 
(karya-dravya) and the ‘substance representing the cause’ (kara- 
na-dravya). Therefore, the component parts of an atom would 
have to be still smaller. (This is however absurd,.for an atom 
ia the smallest conceivable unit). (The fact on the contrary is 
that an atom, being partless, cannot be an ¢ffect or a Composite 
substance; but) whatever composite substances there are they 
are all the products of atoms. Therefore, (the opponent’s thesis 
that) an atom ts an effect is disproved. 

The non-eternality (i.e. destruction) of a composite substance 
js due to the disjunction of its (material) causes (i.e: the parts), 
and not to penetration by axasa. (For instance), a clod (losia) 
is (proved to be) non-eternal—not because it is permeated: by 
akata—but because its component parts can be disjoined. 

Sūtra 23: (Objection) However, an atom also ‘has got 

parts, because all substances ‘possessing limited magni- 

tude and the quality of touch’ (mil‘limat) are observed 

to have specific configurations (samsthdna). Į} iv. 2.23 }/ 
Bhaspa : (Objection): Substances possessing limited magnitude 
and the quality of touch are observed to-have various distinct 
configurations, such as triangular (irikona), quadrangular (calu- 
rasta), uniform (sama) or globular (parimandala). And such 4 
specific configuration (of a substanct) means nothing but a 
specific arrangement of its component parts. The atoms have 
a globular configuration. Hence, they must be composed of 


parts. 
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Sūtra 24: (Objection) (An atom must be composed.of 
parts), also because the conjunction (of one atom.with 
other atoms) is possible. // iv. 2.24 Jj i 

Bhasya i (Objection) An atom in the central position when con- 
joined to two other atoms standing on its eastern and western 
sides respectively separates them from each other, From such 
icparetton it 18 inferred that the eastern portion of the (middle) 
atom is conjoined with the atom standing on the eastern side 
and the western portion of it is conjoined with the atom stand- 
ing on.the western side. And these two portions (bha@ga)—the 
eastern and the western—are nothing but the two component 
parts.(avayaoz) of the said atom. Similarly, since an atom can 
get, conjoined with other atoms on all sides (i.2, above, below 
and such other positions), it must have distinct portions—i.e. 
component parts—on all sides. ` 

(It has been objected that) an atom also has got parts, 
because all substances having limited magnitude and the qua- 
licy of touch are observed to have distinct configuration, (The 
answer to this) has been stated. What is (the answer) stated ? 
(It has been stated under säātra 16 that an atom represents the 
smallest substance) at which the possibility of getting smaller 
‘and smaller due to further and further division of parts is en- 
ded ; and also (nnder sūtra 22) : the effecthood (i.e. the compo- 
siteness) of an atom is negated by the absurdity that in that 
‘case, the component parts of an atom would have to be still 
smaller, 

Again, it has been further objected that (an atom is compo- 
sed of parts) also because the ‘conjunction (of one atom with 
other atoms) is possible, {The answer to this) also has been 
stated, ( which is as follows: ) separation (eyavadhana) (of the 


-atoms on the eastern and the western sides by the atom in the 


middle) is due to possession of touch and there being no.per- 
vasion of the substraum (Ziraya), (An atom) merely appears.to 
be divided into parts (bhaga), (but it is not really 30). To ex- 
plain, when and arom possessing the quality. of touch comes up 
against two other atoms possessing the quality of touch, the one 


‘separates the-other two from each other (because of their po- 
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ssession of touch) and not because an atom is composed of 
parts. Thus, there being separation duc to the possession of 
touch, the conjunction of an atom does not pervade its.substra- 
tum and hence, there isan appearance of division: into parts, 
Le. one gets “the notion as if an atom is possessed of parts. In 
this regard, it has already been stated (that an atom represents 
the smallest substance at_which) the possibilty of getting smaller 
and smaller due to further and further division of parts is ended; 
and also that the effecthood (r.e. the composijteness).of an atom 
is negated by the absurdity that, in that case, the component 
part olan atom would have to be still smaller,. x ` 
The atoms are, (to.be admited ‘as) composed of parts, 
“because all substances possessing limited magnitude and the 
quality of touch are, observed to. have specific configurations” 
and “and also because the conjunction (of one atom-with other 
atoms) iz possible’—these two grounds (of the opponent)— 
Sutra 25 : (Answer) Do not disprove (the partlessness of 
an atom), because they lead to ‘infinite regress” (anavas- 
tha) and such infinite regress cannot be logically 
justified. .j/ iv. 2.25 // P a ie 
Bhdgya : (Answer) Whatever is characterised by limited magni- 
tude and the quality. of touch or can be conjoined with some- 
thing -is invariably composed of parts—these two grounds 
(i.e. possession of-hmited magnitude and touch as well as capa- 
bility of being conjoined) are-grounds leading to infinite regr- 
ess. And such infinite regress cannot be logically justified. If 
it were possible to justify such infinite regress, these two grounds 
would have been real grounds. Therefore, this (ie. the opponent’s 
contention) does not disprove the: partlessness (ofan atom), - 
. Nor can it be maintained logically that, in the process of 
division, the object that is divided disappears ultimately. Hence, 
it ie logical to claim (that the process of division) ends in an 


‘absolute non-existence of things’ (pralaya). (instead of a partless. 


entity in the form of an atom). 

Ifhowever an- infinite regress is accepted, every substance 
would be constituted of an infinite number of parts, and hence, 
the difference in the magnitudes (of various substances) as well 


i 
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asaperiy weight /gurutva) (of a substance) can never be ascer- 
tained. Moreover, (ifan atom is said to be possessed of parts), 
there arises the absurdity of the part. /avayava} and whole (avay- 
avin) having an equal magnitude subsequent to the division of 
an‘atom into parts. ie 
Here ends the section on the reality of a partless entity 
(nirovayata-prakarona) 


IV. ON THE REFUTATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE 
DENIAL OF EXTERNAL OBJECT 


Bhajya : (Objection) And now you (the Naiyayika) contend, 
on the evidence of the various cognitions acquired, that there 
exist (real) objects underlying the various cognitions. However, 
all these cognitions are merely false cognitions, for had they 
been indeed ‘valid cognitions? (tattoabuddhi} one would have 
apprehended, while analysing by means of ‘critical judgment’ 
(buddhi), the essential nature (pathaimya ) of the objects underly. 
ing the various cognitions. 

Sūtra 26.: (Objection) There is however no apprehension 

of the essential nature of objects, when they are analysed 

by means of critical‘ judgment; the. non-awareness of the 

essential nature of an object is similar to the non-aware- 

ness of the existence of a coth when each of the yarns is 

taken into account separately. /Jiv. 2.267/ 

Bhäsya : (Objection) For instance, when each of the yarns is 
taken into account separately, through the critical judgment in 
the form “it is a yarn, it is a'yarn, it is a.yarn’, one in fact docs 
never apprehend any other object (as distinct from mere yarus, 
namely, the alleged ‘cloth’ ofthe Naiyāyika} which may be 
said to be the object underlying the-cognition of a-cloth. There 
being thus no awareness of the ‘essential nature (ef a-cloth and 
thereby the non-existence of a cloth being established), the cog- 
nition of a cloth amounts to the cognition of an object which 
does not exist and as such, becomes a false cognition. Similar 
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is the cate everywhere (i.e. with all other alleged real objects). 

Sitra 77 : (Answer) The ground (mentioned by the oppo- 
- nent above) does not prove its point because of contra- 

diction. jjiv. 2.27]] 

Bhasya : (Answer) If there be an analysis of objects by means of 

critical judgement, there cannot be a, non-apprehension of the 

essential nature of all the various objects; if, on the other hand, 

there be a non-apprchension of the c 

ere can be no analysis by means of critical 

by means of critical judg- 

ntial nature of objects’ 


ssential nature of all the 


various objects, th 
judgement. ‘An analysis of objects 
ment’ and ‘anon-apprehension of the esse 
are opposed to each other. Thus, it has been said (already in 
Nyäya-sűira iv. 2.15) : Moreover, the said difficulty (prasenga) 
relating to the ‘whole’’ and the parts, would continue till an 
‘absolute non-existence of all things’ (pralaya). 
Sutra 28 : (Answer) It (ie. an object-=an effect) is not 
apprehended in separation from (its material causes). 
because it has got those (material causes) for its substra- 
tum. |/ iv. 2.98 }/ 
Bhasya | (Answer) A ‘substance which is an effect’ (kazya dravya) 
has for its substratum ‘substances which are its (material) 
drayya). For this reason, it isnot apprehended 


causes’ (karana- 
An objèct, it is observed, ) 


in separation fram those causes. { 
ig apprehended in separation in the ‘opposite circumstances. 

That is, au object is apprehended as separated only when there 

is no <gubstratum-superstratum relation’ (dsrayasrila-bhava), 

(A substance is never perceived as separated from the substra- 

‘ium it inheres in; it can be perceived as separated only from 

objects to which it is not related through inherente.) 

Even if analysed by means of critical judgment, objects are 
apprehended as distinct entities withjreference to the imper- 
ceptible atoms (iz, as distinct from the atoms, the ultimate 
constitutents). An object which is “perceived by the sense- 
n is determined, on the basis of examination by means of 


orga 
to be something distinct (from the: mere 


oritical judgment, 


atorns). 
Siatra 29 : (Answer) (The ground mentioned by the oppo- 
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nent in si/ra 26 is illogical), also because an object is 
rightly cognised through a promana, // iv. 2.29 }/ | 
Bhaésya: (Answer) (Itis to be admitted that) the essential na» 
ture of objects—when they are examined by means of critical 
judgment—is actually ascertained. ‘An object exists; it exists 
am poszessing some specific properties; an “object. dacs not 
exist ; it does not exist as possessing some specific properties’ — 
all these are rightly determined on the basis of a cognition 
acquircd through a pramdna. And an examination of objects 
by mea of critical judgment means nothing but (determining 
their essential nature on the basis of) a cognition acquired 
through a pramana. Allthe different branches of learning all pur- 
posive actions and all the activities of the living bees are 
based on it (še. such determination of objects), An expert 
ascertains by means of-critical judgment (the nature of = 
ject): ‘it exists’ or ‘it does not exist’. If it be so (iz. ifa 
cognition acquired through a proamdna is admitted to be the 
only means for ascertaining the true nature of objects), it is illo- 
gical to claim that all objects are non-existent, 
Sūtra 30; (Answer) (The opyonent’s thesis ‘all is non- 
existent’ is illogical), because (it can be justified by ` 
admitting) neither the presence nor the absence of inde. 
pendent pramana establishing it. // 1v. 2.30 // | 
Bhdsya : (Answer) If it be so (i.e. if it be accepted that a pra- 
mana rightly indicates the essential nature of an object), the 
thesis that all is non-existent cannot be justified. Wh ? 
Because (it can be justified by admitting) neither the ican 
nor _the absence of an independent pramdna establishing it 
If there be an independent paramana establishing the chests 
‘all is non-existent’, the very thesis ‘all is RA A 
would be contradicted, (for the opponent would have to admit 
the reality of that pramāņa at least). If, on the other hand, 
there be no independent pramana, how) would the thesis «all is 
non-existent’ be established atall? If, however, (you admit 
that the thesis) is established without the help of any indepen- 
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dent pramana, how is it that the thesis ‘all is existent’ is not 
established (inthe same way)? =. > °° 
‘Sutra 31 : (Objection) The notion of pramana and prameya 
(is wrong), just like:the false awareness of an object in 
the state of dream. ‘jj iv. 2.31 }/ 
Sūtra 32: (Objection) Or, {the notion of pramdya and 
prameya is wrong), just like the false perceptions of (the 
non-existent as existent’) -due to ‘magician’s-irickery’ 

(maya), of ‘castles in; the sky’ (gandharva-nagara) and of 

water in a mirage (myrgatrsnika). f] iv. 2:32) 

Bhas pa © (Objection) Just as, in the state of dream, thére is no 
object really; yet one wrongly perceives them, so also there is 
really nothing called pram@na or prameya, yet one has wrong 
notions about them. 

Sūtra 33 : (Answer) (The thesis of: the opponent) is not: 

established (by the said instances), because there is no 

proper ground (hetu) for it. ff iv. 2.33 /) 
Bhésya: (Answer) There is no ground to establish the thesis 
that-the notion of pramana and prameya is similar to wrong 
awareness of an object in the state of dream, and not to the 
(right) Cognition of an. object in the waking state and hence, 
due to the Jack of a proper ground, the thesis is not established. 
There is also no ground to.establish that in the state of dream 
absolute non-entities only are apprehended. 

(Objection) If it be -argued that (objects experienced in a 
dream are unreal), because they are not apprehended in the 
waking state P py 

(Answer) (Fhe reality of objects) cannat be denied, because 
objects are rightly apprehended in the waking state. To 
explain, if it be- argued that objects apprehended in a dream 
are non-existent because they are not apprehended in the 
waking state, then (it alsa can very well be argued) that the 
objects which are (rightly) apprehended’ by one who is awake 
are all existent, because they are (rightly) apprehended (in the 
waking’state).  — Saudi ad RSs 3 

~ The ground (yiz. non-apprehension) is in fact capable of 
proving its point (viz. the non-existence of an object) only in 


Nyaya-sttra iv,.2.34 363 


the opposite case (i.e. only if the reality of an abject is admitted), 
(That is, the hon-apprehension of an object at some particular 
place and time can establish its non-existence at that particular 
place and time, only-if the object is admitted to be real, and 
not otherwise—if-the object is admitted to be an absolute non- 
entity.) If the existence (of an object) is admitted on the 
ground that it-is apprehended, then only the non-existence (of 
an object) can be proved on the ground that ir is not apprehen- 
ded. If the non-existence (of an object) be admitted in both 
cases (t.e. when jt is apprehended as well as when it is not 
apprehended), non-apprehension would not be able to esta- 
blish its point. As for instance, (consider) the case of the non. 
apprehension of-colour (in the daik) due to the absence of a 
lamp. There non-existence (ie, absence of colour-perception 
‘duce to the absence of a lamp) is established on the basis of exis. 
tence (i.e. préscnce of colour-perception due to the Presence of 
a lamp), 

Moreover, (the opponent has got to) state the causés for 
the variety in dream-cxperiences. The opponent who contends 
that (the notion of-pramāna and prameya) is wrong, just like the 
false awareness of an object in the state of dream has got to 
speak of causes for the variety in dream-experiences. Some of 
the dreams are accompanied by fear, some of the dreams are 
accompanied by: pleasure and some of the dreams are opposed 
to both (ie. neither fearful nor pleasant); and sometimes one 
docs not-at all have any drear. If it is admitted that the false 
awareness of an object in a dream is due to some distinct cause. 
then only the variety in dream-experiences can be explained 
to be due to the variety of the causes, E 

Sūtra J4 : The awareness of an object in a dream ia 

similar to (the awareness of an object) in the cases of 

memory-knowledge (smrti) and. donging’ (for the obtain- 
ment of an object enjoyed previously) (samkalpa). 
jirg : f ) Hiv. 2.34) 
Bhasya : That is, (as in the case of memory-knowledge or long- 
ing, a dream-expcrience also) pertains toa (real) object perceiv- 
ed previously. Just as memory-knowledge and longing pertain 
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to objects perceived previously and are incapable of disproving 
the reality of their objects, so also the awareness of an object 
in a dream pertains to a (real) object perceived previously and is 
not capable of disproving :the reality of an object. And thus, 
dream-experiences relate ta objects’ which are perceived (to be 
real) in the waking state. The same person who experiences 
dreams, while asleep, also recollects, while awakened, the 
dream-experiences, in the form ‘I dreamt of this object’. The 
awareness of the object in the state of dream is however ascer- 
tained as ‘false’ because of the appearance of a (subsequent) 
cognition in the waking state (indicating that the object of the 
deam-experience had not been really present there). That 
is, after such recollection (viz. the recollection of the object 
of dream-experience by one, in the form ‘I saw this object 
in a dream’), one who is awakened acquires a further 
definite cognition (indicating . that the object of the dream-ex- 
perience had not been really there); because of this (further 
cognition) there follows an ascertainment, namely, the aware- 
ness of the object in the state of dream is false: 

If there be no difference berween the two (i.e. the states of 
dream. and waking), the argument becomes useless. That is, 
for the opponent who does not admit any difference between 
the states of dream and waking, the argument—viz. (the notion 
of pramana and prameya is wrong), just like the false-awareness 
of an object in the state of dream—has no use, becanse the 
opponent rejects the very foundation of a dream-experience. 
(The falsity of the experiences in a dream is established on the 
basis of the validity of the experiences in the waking state. 
According to the opponent, however, all cognitions are equally 
false and hence, he is notin a position to offer an argument with 
the instance of a dream-experience). 

Moreover, an erroneous cognition, which ts a cognition of 
‘that’ (say, a snake) in what is not ‘that’ (say, a rope), has for 
its basisa ‘principal cognition’ (pradhana) (3.2. the right cogni- 
tion of ‘that’ in'what ts actually ‘that*). One has for instance 
the erroneous cognition (of man)-—-this is a man—in a tree-trunk 

(stha@nu) which is mot aman and such a cognition has for its 
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basis (ġe, cannot proceed without) a principal cognition (i. 
the right cognition of a man in what is a man). In fact, (if it 
be supposed that) aman js never actually perceived (and there- 
by becomes an absolute non-entity), ‘there can never be prod- 
ced (an erroneous. cognition) of man—this is aman—in what 
is not aman. In the same way, the awareness of an object in 
a dream also—such as, <I saw an elephant’ or “I saw a moun- 
tain’—-must have for its basis a principal cognition (2.2. the 
right cognition of an actual clephant or an actual mountain). 

If it be so (fe. ifit be accepted that an erroneous cognition 
has for its basis a principal cognition in the form of right cog» 
nition), then only— 

Saira 35 : False knowledge can be removed by right 

knowledge, just like the removal of the false awareness 

of an object in a dream when one is awakened from 

sleep. ffiv. 2.35// 

Bhasya > An ascertainment of the form ‘this is a man’ in respect 
ofa post is false knowledge, (for) icis the knowledge of ‘that’ 
(=man) in what is ‘not-that’ (==post), An ascertainment of 
the form ‘this is a post’ in respect of a postis right knowledge. 
And right knowledge only removes false knowledge, but does 
not (negate the reality of) the objects known, such as posts or 
human beings in general; just as, the awareness produced in the 
waking state negates only the false awareness of an object in a 
dream, but not (the reality of) the things dreamt of, that i3, 
objects m general, Similarly, the cognitions produced in the 
cases ofa magician’s trickery, castles in the sky and a mirage 
are only ascertamments of ‘that’ in what is ‘not-that’ (ig. are 
only false perceptions), In these cases also false knowledge 
orily-is removed, in the same manner as indicated above, by 
right knowledge, but (the reality of) the object (of false know- 
ledge) is not negated. 

Morcover, the false cognitions in the cases ofa magician’s 
trickery and the like are due to specific causes. The person 
who has got the means (for cffecting a trickery) takes up an 
object similar to the particular object he-intends to show (art- 
fully to the spectator) and leads others into false perceptions; 
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this is what is known as trickery. When, in the sky, the cloud 
etc. assume the. form’ similar to a:‘castle, one has the (false) 
cognition of a.castle (in the sky) from.a distance. Otherwise 
(ie. when the cloud etc. do not.assume the form of a-castle) 
there is norsuch cognition; When: the rays of the sun inter» 
mingled with the heat radiating from the surface of the paran 
begin to flicker, one has (from a distance) the (false) perception 
of water {in them), for -one perceives: in them socica: wisps 
similar (to those: of water).. Otherwise! (i.e. if the- similarity of 
water in the rays ofthe sun is not perceived), as an the case of 
one whois nearer, there ‘is no such cognition. A false cogni- 
tion is produced in respect of-a particular person at'a particu- 
Jar place ata particular. moment, (and not in respect of every 
person, everywhere and always). Hence it cannot be produced 
without’a specific cause. revs: (her 
Moreover, it is observed that {in the case.of an illusion 
created by the magician).there is difference in the cognitions of 
the person who effects.1he trickery and the person (who is sub- 
jected to the trickery); in the cases. of (the illusory. perceptions 
of) castles in the sky and (water in) a mirage (there is difference 
in the cognitions of) a person who stands at a distance: and a 
‘person who stands nearer and as regards the object of a drear- 
experience, (there is difference in the cognitions of) one who is 
asleep and.one whois awakened. This difference (in the cogni- 
tions of different persons) cannot be logically explained, if it is 
maintained. that atl objects are non-existent, absolute non- 
entities, ór without any essence of their own. 
Suira 36 > Similar is the case with illusory knowledge (Le. 
just like" the object of illusion, the iHusory-knowledge. 
too ig a reality), because the, existence of specific causes 
(producing illusory knowledge) as well as the appearance 
(of illusory knowledge) are facts established by experi-- 
ence. |} iw. 2.36 J} pg 
Bhāşya + (The reality of) illusory knowledge, just like that of 
its object, is not disproved. Why? Because one finds.that 
there are specific causes (for illusory knowledge) and also ‘be- 
cause one becomes aware of the appearance of illusory know- 
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ledge. -One actually finds that there are specific causes: giving 
rise to illusory knowledge and illusory cognitions—as they 
appear in the various individual selves-~are perceived (inter- 
nally), for they also are ‘capable of being known" (samuedya). 
Therefore, illusory knowledge too exists really.‘ 

Siilra’37 : There is difference ‘between the ‘actual object’ 

(tativa) and the ‘object imputed’ (pradhéna) (upon the 

real one); hence, the dual character-of false knowledge 

is justified. ff iv. 2.37 J} - fs 
Bhdsya : (In the ilhisory perception ofa post. as a human being), 
the actual object is represented by a post and the object impu- 
ted upon by a human being: Both the actua! object and. the 
object imputed upon exist really and: there is difference between. 
the two; and that is why there may arise a false cognition cha- 
racterising a post as a human being, when one apprehends the 
similarity between the two. Similar is the case with the illusory 
perceptions of a banner as a row of cranes and of a (similarly 
shaped) lump of ¢arth as a pigeon. But then, all the illusory 
cognitions do not converge upon the same object, because. there 
is regularity (vyanesthd) as regards the perception of similarity. 
(That is, one takes“a post for a human being, but not for a row 
of crane or a pigeon,. because one perceives in apost the simi- 
lar characteristics of a human being only—and-not of a row of 
crane or a pigeon), One who thinks that all objects are 
without any essential nature of their own and are ahsolute 
non-entities only would be Jed to the absurdity of a convergence 
(of all illusory cognitions) upon'the same object. 

(Even) when the objects of knowledge like ‘smell’ (gandha) 
etc, are cognised as ‘smell’ etc., the cognitions are considered 
to be false (by the opponent). But in such cases no (distinction 
between) an ‘actual object’ and an ‘object imputed upon’ can 
be made and there is moreover no apprehension of. similarity 
(between the two). -As such, they all become nothing bat valid 
cognitions. Therefore, it is illogical to claim that the notions 
of pramina and prameya are false. 


Here cnds the section on the refutation of the doctrine of the denial of 
external objects . 
(bahyartha-bhotga-nirbkarana-prakardna} 
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V. ON THE MEANS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF RIGHT 
KNOWLEDGE 


Bhasya : it has been said (under Npaya-sitra iv. 2.1.) thar 
the cessation of the false idea concerning the self results from 
the right knowledge about'the causes of evil. But then, how is 
right knowledge produced ? (To this, the answer is)— 

Sūtra 38 : (Right knowledge.is produced) due to the 

repeated performance of a specific form of samadhi 

(intense contemplation). fj rv. 2.38 // 

Bhasya : The specific form of samadhi is the conjuncrion of the 
mind with the self accompanied by a desire for acquiring right 
knowledge—the mind being withdrawn from the senses and held 
fast by a ‘special kind of effort which compels the mind to stick 
to some particular object only’ (dhdvaka-prayatna). When such 
a State is attained, no cognition in respect of the objects of the 
senses is produced: From the repeated performance of such 
samadhi, there follows the (dircct) ‘apprehension of truth’ 
(tativabuddh:). fe dey 

It has been stated (under the preceding ‘siira) that when 
such a state is attained nò cognition in respect of the objects 
of the senses is produced. But this is— 

Sūtra 39 : (Objection) Not justified, because of the force 

(prabalya) of some objects the senses, // iv. 2.39 // 

Bhasya : (Objection) The above statement (viz. ‘when such a 

state’ etc.) does not stand logically, because one acquires a 
cognition even ifone isnot willing to have it. Why? Be- 
cause of the force of some objects :ofithe senses, It is obser- 
ved that (sometimes) a cognition is produced even if one 
ig not desirous of acquiring knowledge, as in the case of 
(one’s auditory perception of} the roar of the cloud and the 
like. Thus the said specific form of samädhi is not logically 


possible. . l ] 
Sitra 40 : (Objection) (The said specific form of samadhi 


is not logically possible), also becausc cognitions are 
produced due to hunger and the Jike. j} iv. 2.40 // 
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Bhasya : (Objection) One, though unwilling, acquires, cognitions 
due to hunger and thirst, (contacts with) the cold and the warm 
and diseases. Therefore, ‘concentration of the mind is not} fa 
cally possible, (Concentration of the mind is a aai venta 
pot 135 aise Coad aera also piy impossibility of sama: 
(Answer) It is true that (due to certain causes) one ma 
(sometimes) remain in the ‘ordinary condition’ (byutthana) Tyee 
out attaining the state‘of samadhi. There may indeed be cir- 
cumstances which compel one to remain confined to the ordi: 
nary condition‘and they may obstruct the attainment of samé: 
dhi. Even then— : 
Sutra 41: (Answer).(The said specific form of samadhi) 
can be attained due to the ‘continued efficacy of the 
result’ (phaldnubandha) arising from ‘actions iis the pre- 
vious births’ (pirvakrta). (That is, samadhi is attained 
due to the accumulated dharma produced by the pood 
deeds of the previous births.) // iv, 2.41 I 
Bhazya : (Answer) The word pirodktla ( in the-sitray means dhar- 
ma which is of the most excellent (and efficacious) kind, is the 
cause for the: attainment of right knowledge, and ka been 
accumulated during the: preceding births, The word phalénu- 
bandha (in the séva) means the capacity for the repeated per. 
formance of yoga. If repeated performance were useless no 
one would have put any reliance upon repeated performance 
(ofan act). Indeed, the effectiveness of repeated performance 
is observed even in the case of various ordinany actions (in 
daily life). 
Besides, for the purpose of removing the obstructions 
(against samddhi)— 
Sutra 42: The repeated performance of Joga in places 
like the forest, the caves, the bank ofa river and others 
has been prescribed. jjiv, 2.42// 
Bhasya : Dharma produced by the repeated performance of popa 
follows on even in the next births. After aharma which is A 
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duced ‘by the» practice of yoga) and-is the ‘cause for the attain- 

. ment of right knowledge has reached ‘the highest-limit where 
no further-increase is possible, and the contemplation for the 
attainment! of samadhi: has become the most’intense, there is 
produced right knowledge. 

Ie is actually observed:that-(sometimes) the force of a parti- 
eular. object of the sense’ is‘subdued by concentration of the 
mind, for even an ordinary person-(sometimes) remarks ; ‘I did 
not hear it, I did not-know it, my mind was elsewhere’. 

-+ Ifit is admitted’ chat there is’a cognition for one, though 
onevis unwilling, because of the force ‘of an object of the sense, 
then— n : 

Sutra 43 : Such a possibility arises even in ‘the state of 

liberation. - /fiv. 2:43/} 
Bhésya + (That is), even a person who thas; become liberated 
should acquire cognitions because vof. the capacity (sdmarthya) 
of the external object (to produce a cognition irrespective of 
the will ofthe knower), > ge : 
` Siiva 44 : No (i.e. there is-no possibility of the production 
of knowledge or cognitions after the attainment of libera- 
tion), because (knowledge is) invariably produced only 
if there is (a body) produced: (by adysfa). Jjiv. 2.44/) 
Bhasya’: The conditions "(necessary for the production of.know- 
ledge) are'there only if there is a-bodyi produced as'a result of 
adrsia, which is the substratum òf actions (cesta), senses findriya) 
and`pleasure and pain., Thus: cognitions'are'invariably pro- 
duced (only in the presence of such a body), An external object 
in spite of having the force cannot (by itself) produce knowle- 
dge-in the self. It is observed that (aù external object) is capa- 
ble of producing knowledge only: when it has conjunction with 

a sense, /In short, the’ body is a.precondition for the produc- 
tion of knowledge.) a OWE DESE 

Siva 45 : But in the state of hberation there-is no such 

-+ (body). (As-such;, no knowledge can be produced when 

liberation.is attained.) /fiv. 2.45// 

Bhiyya: Ta the state of liberation, because of the absence of 
dharma aad adharma, there is also the absence of the conditions 


` 
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conducive to: the “production of knowledge, namely, the bod 
and the senses. (Hence no knowledge .is-produced in the Nis 
of liberation.) Thus the statement (in sūtra 43 above) that N 
a possibility arises even im the state of liberation becomes-illo 
gical. Accordingly, (it isto be concluded that) liberation is 
the complete cessation of all sufferings, Since, in the state of- 
liberation, the seed- (bija) of all sufferings (viz. dharma par 
adharma) as, well as the. substratum for all sufferings (viz the 
body) are destroyed, (it follows) therefrom that’ liberation 
means the release from all sufferings, Suffering can never be 
produced without a seed and without a substratum. - 
Sutra-46 : For the attainment of liberation, one has to 
purify thé self with the: help of, yema and. niyama as weil 
as regulations (vidhi) concerned with -thé self and the 
(other. prescribed) -means (upaya) (which. are to-be learn. 
ed from) Yogaéastra. > {fiv 246) 
‘Bhdgya.:-For the.attainment of liberation (one has).to: purif 
the self with the help of yama and nipama. Yama is the ated 
sing of the duties common to all Persons belonging-to i four 
dtrama-s. Niyama (is the Practising of the duties) préscribed 
specifically far each one (of the dsrama-s). ‘Purification of the 
self? (tmasamskara), again, is relinquishing adhayma and accu. 
mulating dharma. Regulations concerned with the se are to be 
learnt from Yogasastra, and they:are austerity (tapah), control 
of breath (pranayama), withdrawing senses frorn ‘ehunasil objects 
(pralydhara), concentration of the-mind (dhérana) and kitin 
(dhyäna). ‘Repeated reflection upon the true nature” (prasam- 
khydna-abhydsa) of the objects of the senses is for the purpose of 
removing attachment and aversion. Means (updya)} is the prac. 
tising of the rites prescribed in Yogasastra (for agin aspirin | 
to liberation), l s 
Sūtra 47 > (For the attainment of liberation), one should 
take up (grahana) and repeatedly reflect upon (abhyasa) 
the Sastra (jfidna, lit, the means by which right know- 
ledge is acquired), and moreover, should hold discussions 
with persons who have a thorough knowledge of the 
Sastra. Hiv. 2.47 |] ; 
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Bhāşya : The expression ‘for the attainment of. liberation’ is 
relevant here (i.2. it is to be added ‘therefrom the previous 
sitra). The word jriana (in the silva) means that by which one 
rightly knows—i.e. the Sastra (propounded by Gautama) which 
is a study of the nature of the self. . ‘Taking up’ this Sastra 
means studying and understanding the implications of the 
Sastra. “Repeated reflection’ means constant engagement (with 
the Sastra), ie. (constantly) studying, listening to and thinking 
over (the implications of the Sastra). Holding discussions with 
persons who have a through knowledge of the Sastra is recom- 
mended for the purpose of bringing maturity (paripaka) to the 
knowledge (acquired from the SAstra). Maturity (of know- 
ledge) means dispelling doubts, understanding the intricate 
implications previously unknown and firmly re-ascertaining 
what is already ascertained. ‘Discussions with the learned’ 
(samvada) means holding discussions after going to the learned. 
(In the following sztva, Gautama himself is) explaining. the 
unexplained statement ‘of the previous siira, viz, ‘one should 
hold discussions with persons who have}a thorough knowledge 
of the Sastra’— 
Sitira 48 : One should go on to hold discussions with the 
disciple, the preceptor, the fellow-student and such other 
particular persons as are desirous of acquiring the final 
good (i.e. liberation)—who are all without malice (zz. 
hold critical discussions not for victory, but for the ascer- 
tainment of truth only). }/iv. 2.48 /} 
Bhasya: The meaning of the sūtra becorties quite clear from 
the very reading of the sitra. (Hence, ' no further explanation 
is necessary. ) 
Iit be feared that the adherence (of one) to the thesis (paksa) 
and the adherence (of the other) to the anti-thesis (pratipaksa) 


will go against each other (and generate attachment or aver-. 
sion, and hence, discussion-is not to be recommended for an 


aspirant after liberation); (the answer is as follows)— 
Sutra 49 ; Or, when (one has) the craving for (acquiring 
the knowledge of truth), one—with a view to fulfilling 
one’s purpose (viz. the attainment.of right knowledge)— 
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should go on to hold discussion, without trying to put 

forward one’s own viewpoint. // iv: 2.49 if 
Bhayya ; The expression ‘one should go on to hold discussions? 
is (to be) added here, That is, being désirous of acquiring 
‘superior knowledge’ (prajid) from others (viz, the preceptor 
etc.), by expresaly indicating the desire for obtaining the know- 
ledge of truth, and without making an effort to put forward his 
own viewpoint, a person (aspiring ta liberation) should modify 
his own conclusions as well as the.viewpoints of other philoso- 
phers (prãvāduka) which are opposed to one another. 

Here ends the section on (the means for) the enhancement 


of right knowledge 
(tattoajnana-viryddhi-prakorana) 


Vi. ON THE MEANS FOR GUARDING RIGHT KNOWLEDGE 


Bhasya : There are persons who, due to (an excessive) fond- 
ness for their own thesis, transgress the rules of argumentation 
(ie. try to refute the correct conclusions of others with faulty 
reasons). In such cases— 

Sutra 50: Jalpa and vilangé are (to be eniployed) for pro- 

tecting the ascertainment of truth, just as fences with 

thorny branches are constructed to protect the seedling 

coming out of the seed. /fiv. 2.50// 

Bhagya: This sūtra is meant for those who are striving for the 
ascertainment of truth, but have not yet (firmly) acquired the 
knowledge of truth, and are not yet (completely) free from the 
evils (like attachment or aversion), 

Moreover, when one (adhering to the true vidyd) is despised 
by another because of his disrespect etc. for the true vidya-— 

Sūtra 51 : One may start a debate ‘by attacking’ (vigrhya) 

(the opponent) with the help of jalpa and vitandé. 

Hiv. 2.5177. 
Bhasya: The word vigrhya implies that (in such cases) one is 
motivated by the desire for victory and not by the desire for the 
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obtainment -of knowledge of truth: This (debating with the 
help of jalpa and vifand4) again is for the purpose of- the suste- 
nance of true vidya and not for the purposes of acquiring wealth, 
obtaining honour-and earning fame. 
| Here ends the section on the means for guarding right knowledge 
(tattvaj ntna-paripalana-prokaraga) ` ; 
Secorid dhnika of the fourth chapter ends: j 


ix 


Adkyaya 5 Ahnika 1 


I. ON THE UNDUE INVENTION OF A COUNTER-ACTING 
_ PROBANS 


ne 


Bhasya : It has been stated briefly (in Npdya-sitra i. 2.18420) 


. that, because of the different ways of counter-balancing through 


similarity and dissimilarity, there occur various types of jät: 
(futile rejoinder). Now jaii is being explained in details, The 
jati-s which are but the means for counter-acting a ground put 
forward to establish (a thesis) are of twenty-four types,-namely— 
- Sūtra 1: (i) Sédharmya-samé, (ii) vaidharmya-samd, (iti) utkar- 
sa-samd, (iv) apakarsa-sama, (v) varnpa-sama, (ut) avarnya- 
sama, (vit) vikalpa-sama, (viii) sadhya-samd, (ix) prāpti- 
sama, (x) apraphi-samé, (2i) prasango-sama, (xii) pratidystan- 
la-samā, (xiii) anutpalti-sama, (xiv) samSaya-sama, (xo) pra- 
kavana-samd, (xvi) ahelu-sama, (xvti) arthdpatti-samd, * (xviii) 
aviiesa-sama, (xix) upapatti-samd, (xx) upalabdhi-sama, (xxi) 
anupalabdii-sama, (xxit) anilya-samd, (xxiii) nitya-samd and 
, {sxiv) kāryā-samā. j]]v. 1.1 f) 
-Bhasya :-The' jati known as sadharmya-samd occurs when (the 
opponent or prativädin) opposes (pratyavasthina) merely on the 
basis of similarity, and puts forward a counter-argument which 
does not differ from the argument offered (by the other partici- 
pant of the debate, the proponent or vadin) to establish a thesia. 
“(That is, the vddin and the prativadin ‘merely oppose each other, 
but there is no specific ground to prove conclusively either of 
the theses,) We.shall explain such absence of distinction (when 
we shall offer) the specific instances (illustrating the jati-s). 
(The definitions of) the jati-s like vatdharmya-sama and others 
also are to be explained in a similar manner. The definitions, 
again, are as follows— 
Sutra 2: The proponent first states his thesis (along with 
a probans.and an instance) based on either similarity or 
dissimilarity. Next, the opponent, with a view.to prov- 
ing the absence of the property in the subject (paksa), 
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(the presence of which property in the'subject is sought 

to be proved by the prapenent), opposes the proponent 

merely on the basis of either similarity or dissimilarity. 

Such rejoinders (from the oppanent) constitute the jdie-s 

caled sadharmya-sama and vaidkarmya-sama. jjv. 1.2. 1] 
Bhasya: The proponent states his position through similarity 
{ie. tries to prove the presence of a property in che subject 
with a probans and an, instance based: upon similarity) ; if, 
‘then, the opponent, with a view to proving the absence of that 
property in the subject, opposes, merely through similarity, by 
advancing a ground that does not differ from the ground put 
forward (by the proponent) to establish his thesis, there occurs 
the āti known as sddharmya-sama. 

Here is an illustration. (The proponent says ;) theself is cha- 
racterised by action (kriya), because the self is a substance and 
a locus of a quality that produceg action (viz. prayaina or inter- 
nal effort). (It is observed that) a ‘clod of earth’ (losfa) which 
ig a substance possesses a quality that produces action (viz. a 
specific form of conjuction) and is characterised by action, 
Similar is the self. Therefore, the self too must be character- 
ised by action. After the proponent has thus advanced his 
position, the opponent opposes mercly through ‘similarity : the 
self is not characterised by action, because an ubiquitous subs- 
tance does not have action, (The substance called) akata is 
ubiquitons and also, without action. Similar is the self 
Therefore, the self too must not be characterised by action, 

Thus, there is no specific ground to decide in favour of 
either of the alternatives : (i) the self is characterised by action, 


since it has similarity with what is characterised by action 


(viz, lopfa} and (ii) the self is not characterised by action, since 
it has similarity with what is without action (viz. akasa}: Due 
to the absence of a specifie ground, there occurs the jati called 
sadharmya-samé. 

The vaidharmya-sama here would be as follows: (The oppo- 
nent may say :) ʻA clod of earth which i is ‘characterised by a 
quality that produces action is observed to have limited mag- 
nitude, But the self is not so fi.e. does not have limited mag- 
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nitude, but is all-pervasive). Therefore, like a clod of earth, 
the self cannot be characterised by action.’ 

There is no specific ground to decide in favour of either of 
the alternatives : (i) the self is characterised by action, since it 
has similarity with what is characterised by action (viz. a clod of 
earth) and (ii) the self is not characterised by action, since it 
has dissimilaricy with what is characterised by action. Due to 
the absence of aspecific ground, there occurs the jati called 
vaidharmya-samda. 

The proponent may state his position through dissimilarity 
also (ie, may’ try to prove, the presence of a property in the 
subject with a probans and an instance based upon dissimilari- 
ty) : ‘The self is not characterised: by action, because it is all- 
pervasive. A substance which: is characterised by action is 
observed to be not all-pervasive, e.g. a clod of earth. ‘The self 
is not so. Therefore, the self cannot be characterised by action’, 
The opponent may oppose it through dissimilarity thus :‘ Akasa, 
a substance which is not characterised by action, is observed to 
be without a quality that produces action. But the self is not 
so (1.2. it has such a quality), Therefore, the self cannot be a 
substance without action’. 

There is no specific ground to decide in favour of either of 
the alternatives : (i) che self is not characterised by action, since 
it has dissimilarity with what is characterised by action and 
(ii) the self is characterised by acron, . since it has dissimilarity 
with what is not characterised by action. Due to the absence 
of a specific ground, there occurs the jät. called vaidharmya sama. 

Next is being illustrated (another form of) sadharmya-sama. 
(The opponent may say :) ‘A clod of earth which is characteris- 
ed by action is observed to be characterised by a quality that 
produces action. The self is similar. Therefore, it is charac- 
terised by action.’ 

‘There is no specific ground to decide in favour of either of 
the alternatives : (i) the self is not characterised by action, since 
it has dissimilarity with what is characterised by action and 
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Gi) ‘the self is cHaracterised by action, since it has similarity 
with what is characterised by.action. Due to the'absence of a 
specific ground, there occurs the jatt called sadharmya-sama., 
n The answer to these’ two (kinds of jati, viz: sddharmya-sama 
and vaidharmya-sama) is— 
Siitva. 3: Just as a cow is proved from cowness, ‘so also, 
_ the probandum is proved (from such similarity as is in- 
> ‘variably concomitant with the probandum). //v. 1.3// 
Bhasya : If one offers mere similarity or mere dissimilarity as a 
probans for proving the probandum, then only, there may be 
irregularity. (avpacastha). But irregularity ‘does not occur if a 
specific property (i.e: property having concomitance) is offered 
(asa probans). ‘Thus, for instance, a cow is proved from the 
specific-universal of cowness: (gotva) which is the common pro- 
perty of the cow and not from the mere presence of the horn 
etc. (which are not the -invariable marks of a cow). Similarly, 
2: cow is proved from the universal of cowness which constitutes 
(the cow’s) dissimilarity with the horse and-not from the mere 
presence of some qualities and actions. All this has already been 
explained in the section on inference-cemponent (cf. Npdya-silra 
i. 1.39). In the statement (vikya) (consisting of the five infere- 
nce-components), all’ the components serve equally the same 
purpose (¢.2. establish the probandum), because all the pramdna-s 
are jointly present there. The irregularity (pointed out by the 
opponent) is dependent upon only apseudo-prohans (iz. occurs 
only if a fallacious probans is offered to prove the probandum). 
“Here ends the section on the undue invention ‘of a coumter-acting probans. 


(satpralipaksa-de sanabhasa-prakarana ) 


t 


Il, ON SIX FUTILE REJOINDERS : UTKARSA-SAMA 
AND OTHERS 


Sülra 4 : Because of the variety (vtkalpa) of the properties 
belonging to the subject of inference and the. corrobo- 
rative instance there result the jati-s known as utkarsa- 


Nyaya-sttra v, 1.4 379 


Sama, apakarsa-sama, varnya-samd, -avarn ya sama and vikal- 

pa-sama; whereas if the two (viz. the subject-and the ins- 

tance) are equally considered as yet to be proved {asthe > 

locus of the probandum) there results the jati known as 

sddhya-samé. jjv. 1.4}| . 

Bhasya ; If the opponent unduly imputes a property, belonging 

to the instance, upon, the subject, it would be a case of utkarsa- 
sami. (Thus the-opponent may say :).If it is admitted that 
just like a clod of earth, the self is characterised by scion; 
because it ‘has a quality that produces action, then, it follóws 
that, just like a clod of ‘earth, the self should be characterised 
‘by the quality of -touch also, If, on tite other hand, the self 7 
be not characterised by the quality of touch, it-follows that the 
self should not also be characterised by action, just bike a clod 
of-earth. Or, some specific ground is to be mentioned to prove 
the opposite (i.¢. the absence-of touch in. the self), 

If the opponent undaly impures the absence of a property 
in thé subject (which property. is actually present there) on the 
basis of the very instance (cited. by the proponent in his own 
favour) it would be a case of apekarsa-samé. (Thus the oppo- 
nent may say :) ‘A clod of earth, which is characterised by 
action, is observed to be non-ubiquitous, Let then the salf 
also be characterised by action, but non- ubiquitous’, (But the 
self is really ubiquitous.) Or, some specific ground is to be 
mentioned to prove the opposite (2.8. the absénce of non-uhiqui, 
ty in the self.) 

, The word sarnya means a thing which is sought to be esta-, 
blished as the Jocus of a property (i.e. the subject or paksa) mrt 

avarnya Means the opposite (ie. a thing which is already esta- 

blished as the locus of that property—the instance cited). When 

these characteristics ofthe subject and the instance are unduly 

imputed upon each other- conversely there result the jatt-s 

known as varnya-sama and avarn.ya-samé. (The subject. ig varya 

and the instance is avarnya. If the instance is unduly presented 

as varnya, it would be varnya-sama. If the subject is unduly 

presented as avarnya, it would be avarnya-samé.) 

If the opponent’ unduly tries to show (in the subject) the 
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deviation (vikalpa) of the inferable property (from the probans) 
pointing to the deviation of some other property (from the pro- 
bans) in the instance in which the propérty offered as the pro- 
bans is present, it would be a case of wikalpa-sama. (Thus the 
opponent may say.:) A substance characterised by a quality 
that produces action is observed to be sometimes heavy, eg. 
a clod of earth, and sometimes light,e.g. air. Similarly, it 
may ‘be said that a substance having a quality that produces 
action ts sometimes characterised by action, e.g. a clad of earth 
and sometimes is not characterised by action, e.p. the self. Or, 
some specific ground is to be mentioned to prove the opposite 
(viz, the self must be Characterised by action, just like a clod of 
earth). 

The word sddiya means a thing which is sought to be esta- 
blished (by the proponent) as a locus of some property (s.e. the 
probandum) on the strength of the inference-components like 
the reason (hetu) and others. (Tn short, sadhya means the subject, 
paksa.) If the opponent unduly considers the instance as the 
subject (le. if he objects by saying that the instance bas the 
same status as the subject—the- presence of the probandum is 
yet to be proved in the instance even), it would be a case of 
saidhya. sama. (Thus the opponent may argue :) If it is claimed 
that the self is similar to a clod of earth, then, it also follows 
that a clod of earth too is similar to the self. But the self is 
yes to be proved as a substratum of action; as such, a clod of 
earth too should be a thing yet to be proved (as a locus of 
action). If it be not so, it cannot be claimed that a ċlod of 
earth and the self are similar. The answer to these jati-s is— 

Sūtra 5: The ‘statement of comparison’ (upasamhdra) is 

justified on the basis of partial similarity (and not tota? 

similarity); hence, in spite of - cissimslerty (in other res- 

pects) (the proponent’s position) is not; refuted: {vets}? 
‘Bhasya : The denial of what is well- abled 3 is nat possible: 
A ‘statement of comparison is quite justified on the basis of 
partial similarity, e.g. (one can say) ‘the gavapa is similar to the 
cow’. (That is, the two are similar in certain respects, but in 


other respects they may be dissimilar.) In such cases it is not 
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justifiable to raise an objection by pointing to some other pro- 
perty in respect of which the cow and the gavaya differ from 
each other. Similarly, when a:property, which has behind it 
the strength of a genuine instance ctc., is offered as the probans 
for a probandum, it is not justified ‘to refute it by pointing to 
the dissimilarity of the subject and the instance —dissimilarity 
considered in respect of some other property. (The subject and 
the instance are similar in possessing the probandum. In other 
respects they may bedissimilar. Such dissimilarity does not 
disprove the probandam.) 

Sūtra 6 :- The mention of an instance is justified, because 

it clearly shows (the presence of the probandum) in the 

subject. J/v. 1.6/7 
Bhāspa: (A corroborative instance is) an object in respect of 
which the notions of an ordinary man and an expert are in 
agreement. With the help of such an instance it is indicated 
that the subject is not opposite (t.e. is not without the proban- 
dum), so that others may be convinced. Thus the mention of 
the instance is justified because it clearly indicates the presence 
of the probandum in the subject and as such, it is not justified 
to clairn that the instance has the same status with the subject. 
(That is, an instance is by its very nature an indisputable locus 
óf the probandum. Hence, it cannot be equated with the sub- 
ject. This is an answer to sadhya-samé.) 


Here ends the section on six futile rejoinders, utkarsa-sani and others. 
(atkarsa-samadi-jali- Satka- prakarana) 


Ill. ON TWO FUTILE REJOINDERS: PRAPTI-SAMA 
AND APRACTL-SAMA 


Sitra 7: Does the probans (prove the probandum) after 
being related with the prohbandum, or, without being 
relatéd with the probandum? (If it is said that) the 
probans proves the probandum after being related, there 
remains no distinction between the probans and the 


Ny2ya-siitra v, 1.8 


probandum. - On the other hand, (if it is said that) the 

the probans doesnot become related, the probans would 

not be able to prove the probandum: Such forms of 
futile: rejoinders aré known as prapali-sama and aprapti- 

sama. fv. 1.7)] 

Bhasya : Would*the. probans prove the probandum after being 
related with it, or, without being related to it? The first alter- 
native that the probans is related is not possible, because if it 
becomes related it cannot prove the probandum, there being 
no distinction. When two. things, already éxisting, become 
related, which one would. be the ground; for establishing the 
„other, or, which’ one would be the thing to be established by 
the other? (A relation is possible between two already estab- 
lished things only. If the probans is to be related with the 
probandum, the latter. must be already established, In that 
case, what is the use.of offering a probans for it ?) 
> The probans cannot prove the probandum without being 
related; a lamp,.for.instance, cannot reveal a-thing with which 
jr has no relation (że. a thing which is covered or which lies at 
‘a great distance, etc.) 

Opposition‘through the alternative that there is a relation 
(prāptí) is known as prapti-sama and -opposition through the 
alternative that there is ‘no relation’ (aprāpti) is known as 
ii one 

The anwer to these two is—- 

Satra-8 : The above two forms of oprucaitbel are not justi- 

fied, because the jar and other things are observed to be’ 

produced (from causes that are related) and (an enemy 
though situated at a distance) suffers due.to the perfor- 
mance of a ‘hostile rite’ (abhicdra), (in which case the 

cause is unrelated). jix. 1.8) i 
BhSsya : The opposition (described in the previous sūtra) iş illo- 
gical both ways. The agent (viz. the potter), the instrumental 
cause (viz. the stick) and the substraum (viz. the ground) pro- 
duce the effects like the jar and others, after being: related with 
the lump of clay. When (the enemy) suffers due to the perfor- 
mance of a hostile rite, it is observed that (a cause) produces 
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effects without being related. . 
(Similar would be the case of the prabans and thè proban- 
dum.) 


Here ends the section on tw@ futile rejoinders, prapti-samB and aprapti-sama 
` {prapti-aprapti-sama-jAti- dvaya-prekarega) 


IV. ON PRASANGA:SAMA*AND PRATIDRST ANT A-SAMA 


Sūtra 9: Ifthe opponent.opposes by saying ‘proper gro- 

und has not'been mentioned in the case of the instance’, 

it would be a case of prasanga-sama@ and if the opponent 

opposes by mentioning a counter-instance (prati-dry{anta), 

it would be a‘case of prati-dystanta-soma. {fv. 1.9/} 

Bhasya: If the opponent opposes by raising the objection that 
proper ground has to be stated even in the case of the instance, 
it would. be a case of prasanga-sama. (Thus the opponent may 
say >) ‘It is maintained that a clod of earth—which has a qua- 
lity that produces action—is characterised by action. ‘Here no 
ground has been stated. But nothing can be established with- 
out a proper ground.”” 

Opposition’ through a counter-instance constitutes what-is 
known as pralt-dys{dnta-sama. When the proponent says ‘the 
self is characterised by action, because it has a quality that 
produces action; just like a clod of earth’, the opponent men- 
tions a counter-instance: ‘akasa which has a quality that produ- 


ces action is observed to.be not characterised by action’, What 


again isthe quality, productive of action, that charactérises 
Akäsa? It is the conjunction with:air, depending upon the 
samskdra (called velocity or vega), as fot instance, the conjunc- 
tion- between air and the tree. (That is, conjunction with 
strong 'wind that can cause movement.) 
The answer to these two is— 
Sūtra 10°: When there is one lamp the question of bring- 
ing in another lamp does not arise, Similarly, the ques- 
tion’ of mentioning a ground does not arise in the.case 
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of the instance. jjv. 1.10/f sit 
Bhasya; We shall put the following-question to the opponent 
and let him give the answer. Who are the persons that take 
up a lamp and moreover, for what-purpose? (The obvious 
answer is :) Persons who are desirous of seeing and for the pur- 
pose of seeing the things that are visible, But, then, why do 
not the persons, desirous of secing the lamp itself, take up yet 


another ‘Jamp? (The reason is that) the lamp itself can be 


seen even without the help of another Jamp. The taking up of 
a different lamp for seeing the lamp itself is simply useless. 
Now, (we ask), for what purpose is am instance cited? (The 
obvious answer is :) To show whar is not well-known (i.e. to give 
an casy and common illustration of a fact). But, then, why do 
you (the opponent) object by saying that no proper ground has 
been stated in the case of the instance? If you contend, in 
answer, that a proper ground has to be stated there so that the 
presence of the intended property in the instance may be right- 
ly ascertained,—our reply would be that the inscance is already 
rightly ascertained (as the locus of the intended property). 
(Otherwise it cannot be cited as an instance at all.) Indeed, 
(Gautama has already stated) that a corroborative instance is a 
thing in respect of which ‘the notions of both an ordinary per- 
son and an expert are in agreement (Nyda. sūtra 1. 1.25). 
Therefore there is no need for mentioning a ground to show 
that the instance {isa locus of the intended property). And 
this is the answer to the jali known as prasanga-sama. 

Next is being stated the answer to the jai called prati-dy sfa- 
nla-sama— 

Sūtra JZ: Even though the countcr-instance may prove 

‘its point, the capability of the instance to prove its own 

point is not destroyed. //v. 1.11}/ l 
Bhisya: When the opponent cites the countet-instance; he 
does not mention any ground specifying (a single alternative) 
in the form that in this way the counter-instance alone proves 
its points, but the instance does not. Thus it follows that even 
though the counter-instance may prove its point, the capability 
of the instance to prove its own point is not destroyed. How 
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is it that the instance’s capability is not destroyed > Because 
(the opponent simply refers to a counter-instance, but) does 
aei establish its ineffectiveness and asa fesult, it must prove 
its point. ; 
Gere ends the-section on prasanga-sama and prait-dyslanta-sama 
6 Lrasaiga-proti-dr stanta-same-prakaraya) 


V. ON REJOINDER BASED ON NON-PRODUCTION. 


Sūtra 12: If the opponent opposes by referring 10 the 
absence of cause-prior to production, it would bea case 
of anulpatti-samd, i 
Bhāşya : (The proponent says :) Sound iy non-eternal, because 
it is immediately followed (że. produced) by the effort (of the 
speaker), just like a jar. (As against this), the opponent says : 
Before sound is produced, there is, in the non-produced scurid: 
the absence of the ground proving non-eternality, namely he 
fact of being immediately followed by effort. Because of the 
ground’s absence, sound at that time is to be admitted as eters 
nal. But the eternal can never be produced. (In short, sound 
cannot be non.-eternal.) 
This kind of opposition based upon non-production (anut 
patti) is called anutpatti-sama. 
The answer to this is— 
Sutra 13 : A thing is proved as it is only after it has been 
produced, and at that time, the ground proving non- 
eternality is very well present in ir. Therefore, it can- 
not be argued that the ground is not there, Hv. 1.13 4 
Bhäşya : The statement ‘a thing is proved as itis only after it 
has been produced’ is being explained, Before its production 
there is in fact nothing called ‘sound’, for it becomes ‘sound’ 
only after it has been produced. (Thus there is no such thing 
as ‘non-produced sound’) But after sound has been pro- 
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duced' there is.present in it the ground proving hon-eternality, 
namely,’ the fact ‘of being immediately: followed by effort. 
Thus the ground being very well justified, the objection raised 
by referring to the absence of cause prior to production is 
unfounded, 
Here ends the section on the rejoinder based on non-production 
(anulpalti-sama-prokarana) 


VL ON REJOINDER BASED ON DOUBT. 


Sūtra 14 ; The common characteristic-of a universal (Eg. 
ghatatva or jar-ness) and an instance (e.g. ghafa or jar) is 
<cognisability through a sense’ (aindriyakatoa). Thus 
(sound)‘has similarity with both an‘ eternal thing and a 
non-eternal thing (and “as ‘such, there would arise a 
doubt regarding sound’s actual nature).- A rejoinder 
made on the basis of a doubt would be samsaya-samd. 
{}v. 1.14] 
Bhayye : The proponent states the ground (for sound’s non-eter- 
nality) : sound is non-eternal, because it is immediately follow- 
ed by effort, just like a jar. As against this, the opponent raises 
objection through a doubt : It is true thar sound js a thing 
immediately followed by effort. But it has similarity also with 
an eternal thing, the universal, in that it ig cognisable through 
a sense. Again, sound has similarity with a jar, (both being 
cognisable through a sense). Therefore, because of its simila- 
rity with things both eternal and non-eternal, there would be 
no cessation ofthe doubt (regarding sound's actual nature). 
The answer to this is— 
Sata 15+ Although doubt is produced from the appre- 
hension of the common characteristic, it ceases to exist 
when there is the apprehension of the special characteri- 
stic. If it be admitted that a doubt may persist even 
when there are the apprehensions of both the common 


and the special characteristics,-a doubt would have never 
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come to an end.. Moreover; it has not been admitted 

that the apprehension of the common characteristic 

produces a doubt always;. (it does so only solong as the 

special characteristic has not been apprehended). Hence 

(the non-cternality of sound) isnot refuted (by the aban 

samsapa-sama), j}/v. 1.15// l 
Bhäsya : When due to the apprehension of the special charac- 
teristic of a thing—which is bur its point of dissimilarity with 
other things—one determines for certain the thing as a-human 
being, there remains no scope for a doubt due to the apprehen- 
sion, in it, of the common: characteristic of a pillar anda 
human being. Similarly, when die to the apprehension of 
sound’s special ‘characteristic—namely, being immediately foll- 
awed by effort—which is but its point of dissimilarity with other 
things, itis determined for certain that sound is non-eternal 
there remains no scope for a doubt due to the apprehension in 
it, of the common characteristic of things eternal and fasta 
nal. Ifit be admitted that there may be a doubt (even when 
the special characteristic has been apprehended), in that case 
the doubt would continue eternally, for the common character- 
istic of the pillar and the human being continnes to be present 
there; It is not admitted that the apprehension of the common 
characteristic continues to produce a doubt for ever, even after 
the special characteristic has been apprehended. In fact, when 
the special characteristic of a human being (such as, the, pre- 
sence of hands, feet etc.) is apprehended, the apprehension of 
the common characteristic of a pillar and a human being. does 
not produce a doubt. (cf. Nydpa-sittra ii. 1.56) 

Here ends the section on the rejoinder based on doubi 
(sam$aya-sama-prakorana) 


VII. ON REJOINDER BASED ON (ALLEGED) 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THESIS AND COUNTER-THESIS 


Sutra 16: (When the opponent opposes by saying that) 


5 SS 
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since there is similarity with both (the eternal and the 
non-eternal) the thesis and the counter-thesis (held res- 
pectively by the proponent and the opponent) are both 
established, it would be a case of prakarana-sama. 
jjv. 1.16]) 
Bhasya: There is the urge to establish, Le. to determine the 
positions of both the proponent and the opponent on the basis 
of similarity with both, namely, the eternal and the non-eternal. 
Thus, the proponent offers his positian : sound is non-cternal, 
because it is immediately followed by effort, just like a jar. 
The opponent again offers a counter-thesis, on the basis of 
(Sound’s) similarity with the eternal : sound jis external, because 
itis audible, just like the universal of sound-ness (sabdatoa). 
In this way, the probans, viz. being immediately followed by 
effort, offered on the basis of similarity with the non-cternal 
cannot overcome the counter-thesis. Since it cannot overcome 
the counter-thesis, it also fails to. produce the final ascertain- 
ment. ‘his is true also of the case when the probans is offered 
on the basis of similarity with the eternal. Sucha form of 


opposition based on the non-overcoming of thé counter-thesis 


is known as prakarana-sama. 

All this is true in the case of dissimilarity also. That ts) it 
also would be a case of the frakarana-sama when (the opponent 
says) that since there is dissimilarity with both, the thesis and 
the counter-thesis are both established, 

The answer to this is— 

Satra 17: The respective. positions {of the. proponent 

and the opponent) are each established by the opposite 

grounds (i:e. the respective ground of the two partici- 
pants wha oppose each other). Thus it would not be 
logical to claim that the position (af one) is refuted, be- 
cause (bath) the opposite positions stand established. 
jie. 1.171) 
Bhasya : When one claims that because of similarity with both, 
the positions are established, it follows that the counter-thesis 
also is proved by the (opponent’s) ground. If there be similarity 
with both, then, one of them must be the ground capable of 
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establishing the counter-thesis. But, then, the counter-thesis 
itself would become established. If the counter-thesis is estab- 
lished, it cannot be rejected as refuted. If the counter-thesis 
be justified, there would be no justification for its rejection. If, 
on the other hand, the rejection be justified, there would be no 
justification for the counter-thesis. ‘Justification of the counter- 
thesis’ and ‘justification of the rejection’ are opposed to each 
other. 

(Actually) both the positions appear to be established duc 
to the non-determination of the true nature (of the object). 
When the true nature (of the object) is determined only one of 
the positions stands established (and the other stands refuted). 
(Both the opposite views cannot be equally true. One of the 
two opposed grounds is ultimately to be shown as weak and 
fallacious. Then, one view would be-established, and the other 
would be rejected.) 


Here ends the section on the rejoinder based on (alleged) 
establishment of thesis and counter-thesiy 
{prakayona-sama-prakarana} 


VIII. ON REJOINDER OF THE PSEUDO-GROUND 


Sira 18: (When the opponent opposes by saying that) 
the ground (of the proponent) is not a proper ground 
because of its non-establishment in the three times, it 
would be a case of ahetu-sama. (jv. 1.18]} 


Bhasya : ‘Ground? (hetu) is the ‘means for establishtnent’ (sadha- 


na), Now, is it prior to, posterior to, or simultaneous with che 
“thing sought ta he established’ (sddhya)? Ifthe sadhana be 
prior, then, inthe absence of the sddkya, in relation to what 
would it be a sadhana ? Again, if the sadhana be posterior, then, 
in the absence of the sd@dhana, in relation to what would the 
sadhya be a sadhya? Lastly, if the sadhya and the sadhana be 
simultaneous, then, of the two equally present there, which one 
would be a sédfiana in relation to another and which one would 


aie 


Sab Ai Nyaya-stitra v. 1.2) 


be a sadhya i in relation’ to another? (The two being equal in 
status, neither can be specified as sddhya or sadhana.) Thus; the 
ground (being not established in the: three times) is nothing 
differen; from a non-ground (ahetu).. Such form of opposition 
by showing similarity, with:a pseudo-ground is known as ahely- 
sama. (cfe Nydya-sitra ii. 1.8 ff.) 
The answer to-this is— - iroleos 
Sitra 19 There is no non-establishment in the three 
_ times, because the probandum (sddhya) is established by 
the ground.. jjv. 1.19// f 
Bhāsya : There’ is no non-establishment in the three times. 
Why? Because the probandum is established by the ground. 
It is observed that-the production of the thing to be produced 
and the cognition of the thing to be cognised are dne to causes, 
(e.g. a jar is produced from ‘earth etc, and cognition is produc- 
ed by pramana\. And there are so many instances in this regard 
which are easily verifiable. As to the objection that in.the 
absence of the s@dhya in relation to what would the sadhana be 
a sãdhana our reply is that it would be so'in relation to what is 
going to be produced and what is going to be conveyed (i.e. 
established). (See also under ii. 1.15) 
Sūtra 20 : The opposing ground (offered by the oppo- 
nent) also cannot be established (in the three times). 
Hence, it cannot refute what it seeks to; refute. 
jiv: 1.20 4) 
Bhāsya < The opposing ground can be justified as neither prior 
to nor posterior to nor simultaneous with. Thus, the oppo- 
sing ground, itself being -unproved, the ground for establish- 
ment (offered by the proponent} stands unrefuted. 
Here ends the section on the rejoinder of the pseudo-ground 
hee“ ahetu-soma-frakarana) 


IX. ON REJOINDER BASED ON PRESUMFTION, 


Sūtra 21: When the opponent claims that ‘an opposite 
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thesis is established by presumption (arthapatti) it would 

be a case of arthapatti-samd. |] v. 1.21 }) 
Bhasya : The proponent .. offers his own thesia : sound is non- 
eternal, because it is immediately followed by effort, just like 
ajar. If the opponent then tries to establish the opposite 
thesis with the help of presumption, it would be'a case of 
arthépatti-sama. (Thus the opponent may say :) If it is claim- 
ed that sound is non-eternal because of. its similarity with the 
non-eternal in the fact. that it is immediately followed by 
effort, then, it follows, by implication, . that sound would be 
eternal because of its similarity with the eternal. Indeed, 
sound has similarity with eternal things (like akasa etc.) in that 
it is not characterised by the quality of touch. 

The answer to this is 

Sutra’'22: If even'a meaning not intended (by the pro- 
' ponent) is invented with the. help of presumption, then 
the contention of the épponent also cannot be main- 
tained, because there alsa may be (invented) a meaning 
not intended. Moreover, fsuch ‘a rejoinder is fucile) 
because of the irregularity of presumption: }/ v. 1.22 Jj 
Bhdsya : If the opponent, without considering the actual capa- 
bility (of the. proponents words), invents an unintended 
meaning simply saying that it’ follows by implication, then, 
his own contention too cannot be logically justified, because 
there also may be an unintended meaning. For instance, (it 
may be said that) since the view that sound is non-eternal is 
established (by the proponent’s ground), it follows, by impli- 
cation; that the view that sound is eterna) is not justified. 

Moreover, (such a rejoinder is futile) also because of the 
irregularity of presumption. Such a presumption is applicable 
to both the positions (of the opponent and the proponent). 
(Thus one may say.:) If it is claimed that sound is eternal 
because ofits similarity with the eternal in the fact that it is 
not charaterised by the quality of touch, just like akaja, then, 
it follows, by implication, that sound would be non-eternal 
because of its similarity with the non-eternal in that it is imme- 
diately followed by effort (just like a jar).. 
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Such a presumption is neither restricted to a single alterna- 
tive, for it simply refers 16 an opposite thesis (without giving 
any sufficient. ground for it) (Hence, it cannot lead to the 
right conclusion.) For instance, when it is said that a ‘solid’ 
piece of rock falls downwards it does not follow by implication 
thar the ‘liquid’ water does not fall downwards, 


Here ends the secrion on the rejoinder based on presumption 
(asthapattt-sama-prakarana) 


X. ON REJOINDER BASED ON NON-DISTINOTION 


Sūtra 23 : ‘If (the subject and the instance) are consider- 
ed identical on the ground that a single’ property is 
present in both of them, there arises the absurdity of al} 
things being of the same nature, because a single proper- 
ty—namely, existence . (sadbhéva)—is present in all 
things’. Such a form of opposition-is known as avisesa- 
sama. {jv 1.231] 
Bhajpa : The same property—namely, being immediately follo» 
wed by effort—is present in both sound (subject) and a jar 
(=instance) and as such, they rust be identical in nature, 7.2. 
they must be non-eternal. Ifsuch a claim is made, all things 
would have to be considered as identical in nature. Why ? 
Because of the presence of ‘existence’ (sadbhava). Indeed, a 
single property—namely, ‘existence’—is* present in all things. 
Thus, when the opponent opposes by saying that the single 
property of “existence” being present (in all things), all things 
would have to be considered as identical, it would be a case of 


avisesa-sama. 
The answer to this is— 
Sūtra 24: The refutation in the above form is unjusti- 
fied. For, there may be some point of similarity on the 
basis of which a property of the instance can be deduced 
in the subject; but, again, there may also bé some point 
of similarity on the. basis of which a property of the ins- 
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tance cannot be deduced in the subject. fjv. 1.24// 

Bhasya ; There is, in fact, a different property, in respect of 
which the two (viz. sound and a jar) can be considered identi- 
cal, namely, non-eternality,, which is correctly deduced from the 
presence of the single property in both the subject and the 
instance, namely, being immediately followed by cffort. But 
in the same way there is no different property that can be 
deduced in respect of all'things from the presence of ‘existence’, 
so that all things may be considered identical. (There is in- 
variable concomitance between ‘being immediately followed by 
effort’ and ‘non-eternality’, But ‘existence’ has no such invari- 
able concomitanée.... Hence, in one case, inference is justified, 
while.in the other zt is not so.) 

Some may however contend that there,is a different proper- 
ty which may be deduced on the basis of the presence of exis- 
tence in all things—namely, non-eternality itself. But, if such 
a contention is made, the view ‘sought to -be upheld would be : 
All things are non-eternal, because ‘existence’ is present in 
them. In such a case, however, there is no other thing which 
is not included in the subject (pralijnartha=-paksa), so that it 
may be cited as a corroborative instance, A probans for which 
there is no corroborative instance is not valid. A part Of the 
subject cannot be logically cited as an instance, In fact, what 
is yet to'be proved cannot constitute an instance, 

Moreover, (it cannot be said that all things are) non-eternal, 
because the existing things are both eternal and non-eternal. 
Therefore, the statement that all things would have to be consi- 
dercd identical because of the presence of ‘existence’ is mean- 
ingless. 

Besides, when one says that all things are non-eternal be- 
cause of the presence of ‘existence’, one in fact accepts the non- 
eternality of sound. Hence, one’s refutation of the same is not 
justified. (It becomes self-contradictory.) 

Here ends the section on the rejoinder based on non-distinction 
(avsesa-sama-prakarana) 
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XE ON REJOINDER BASED ON THE JUSTIFIABILITY OF BOTH 


Sitra 25:-When the: opponent: opposés by saying that 
the grounds -for both (viz. the thesis and the counter- 
thesis) are logically justified, ic would we a case of upapa= 
` ttisam. [fvtl.25}) tak ae 
Bhasya: If it be claimed that sound ia Iceni because 
the ground for non-eternality- (viz. being’a product) is justified 
-in reapect of sound, then,.it may as -well be claimed that sound 
is eternal, -because the ground for eternality—being without the 
quality- of touch—also.is justified in respect of sound: “Such a 
form of opposition, made by claiming that the grounds for both 
non-eternality and Srey: ‘are qusuned, 4 is known as upapaiis- 
somd. f E . 
‘The.answer to this is—' 
Sūtra 26 ; Such a refutation is ‘illogical, because the justi- 
fiability of the ground for the (proponent’s) thesis is 
admitted. j/-v. 1.26 // . 
Bhasya: If. the opponent says that the grounds for both are 
logically ‘justified, then, the fact that there is non-eternality 
(in sound) since the ground for non-eternality ‘is justified in 
respect of it is not actually: negated. “If itibe actually negated, 
then, it cannot be said that the grounds for both-are logically 
justified’: Since the opponent maintains that ‘the grounds for 
both are logically justified; be admits thereby that the ground 
for (sound’s) non-eternality: also is justified. Since he EST 
such a position his refutation becomes unjustified. : 
(Objection) Ifit be said that the refutation becomes possi- 
ble because of ‘mutual contradiction’ (oyaghatg) ? (Answer) 
The contradiction applies equally (against the opponent also). 
(Objection explained) Ifit be said ihat the refutation is mage 
by one who maintains that eternality and non-eternality are 
contradictory in respect of a single object.? (Answer’ explain- 
ed) “The contradictionis applicable equally to one’s own case 
and also, that ofthe other. Hence, the contradiction cannot 
specifically prove any one of the alternatives, (That is, the 
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opponent may say, that the aes for. eternality is ‘justified 
in sound. But eternality ‘is opposed to. non-eternality. 
Hence,, sound must be, MoeT To, this, the proponent may 
say that the ground for non-eternality is justified in-sound—a 
fact admitted by the opponent also. But non-eternality is 
opposed to evernality., Hence, sound must. be non-eternal.) 
Here ends the section on the rejoinder based an the justifiability of both 
(upapoltesama-prokarcna) 


XII. ON UPALABDHI-S4&MA 
Sidra 27; When the opponent opposes by saying that 
uthe- probandum is. observed 'to be present even in the 
absence -of the specific ground (mentioned bythe pro- , 
ponent), it would be a case of upalabdht samā. 
iv. 1.27 Ji 
Bhaésya: Even inthe absence, of the specific ground for non- 
eternality. cited by the proponent, namely, being immediately. 
followed by effort, non- eternality is observed to be present in 
sound ; ¢.g.. in sound which is produced when the branch of 
a tree.is broken due to a ‘special conjunction’ (nodana) of air. 
(Hence, sound cannot be claimed to be non-eternal on the 
ground that it is immediately followed by. effort:) Such a 


‘form of opposition, made by saying that the probandum is 


observed; to be:present in spite of.the -absence of the specific 
ground cited is known as upalabdhi-samd. 
‘The answer to this is— 
Saira 28 : Such a refutation is illogical, because {it is not 
_denied that) the same probandum may be justified by 
some other ground also. //v. 1.28// 
Bhésya : When the proponent offers.the ground ‘being immedi- 
ately followed by effort’, he only intends to say that (sound is) 


produced from acause, but he does not intend to specify the 


cause of an effect. (That is, he does not mean that effort is 
the only cause of sound.) Indeed, if it be possible that sound 
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is produced from some other: cause and as such, its mon-eterna- 
lity is logically justified, then, what in reality is refuted by the 
opponent ? (Even then, the original position that sound is 
non-eternal stands unrefuted.) 


Here ends the section on upalabdhi-sama 
(upalabdhi-sama-prokasann) 


XI. ON REJOINDER BASED ON NON-APPREHENSION 


Bhasya : It cannot besaid that sound, though existing, is not 
apprehended (i.e. heard) before it is. uttered, Why ? Because 
there is no apprehension of an dvarana (a thing preventing.the 
cognition of another thing; lit. a covering) or the like. For 
example, in the case of things like water and others (hidden 
under the ground).there is no apprehension of even the 
existing things because of the presence of the avarana etc. 
But in che same way it cannot be said that sound (though 
existing) is mot apprehended because of the presence of an 
varana or the like which prevents the hearing of sound. If 
there were' actually prevent some cause preventing the 
hearing. of sound, it (2.2. the cause) would have been appre- 
hended, as in the case of water ett. But such a Cause is never 
apprehended. Hence, sound, when not apprehended, must: be 
opposite in nature to that of water etc. (when: not- apprehen- 
ded). (Water, though not apprehended, may be existing; but 
sound, if not apprehended, must be non-existing. Sound is 
non-eterna). Cf) Mydya-sitva ii. 2.18-21). (A jai is being 
directed against the above Nyaya position) — 

Sūtra 29 : Because of the non-apprehension of the ‘non- 

apprehension of dvarana’ there is established. the absence 


ofthe ‘non-apprehension of dvarana’ (=the preseneée of 
‘the ‘apprehension of averano’). But in that case ts really, 
established the opposite (viz. the presence of 2varaga). 
(Thus, the non-apprehension of existing sound can be 
justified and sound can be eternal.) Such a form of 
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opposition is known as upalabdhi-samā. jv. 1.29// 
Bhisya: There is no apprehension of the non-apprehension of 
those dvarana and the like. Because of such non-apprehension 
ig proved its (i.e. of the non-apprehension) absence in the form 
tit does not exist’. When such an absence is proved, there is 
established the absence of the ‘ground? (viz. non-apprehension 
of Gvarana). As a result, the opposite of that (absence), namely, 
the presence of varana and the like is ascertained. Because of 
the establishment of the very opposite, the thesis originally ad» 
vanced—it cannot be said that sound, though existing, is not 
apprehended before it is uttered—cannot be established. Thus, 
the graund (hetu)—because of the non-apprehension of avarana 
and the like—can be opposed on the basis of non-apprehension 
equally whether there is an. apprehension of varana and the 
like, or, there isa non-apprehension of dvarana and the like; it 
would be a case of anupalabdhi-sama. 

The answer to this is— , 

Sittra 30 ; The above refutation is without a valid ground, 

because non-apprehension is of the nature of non-cogni- 

tion (anupalambha) only (iz. non-apprehension means 

only the absence of apprehension). jjv. 1.30// 
Bhasya.: “There is no son-apprehension of dvarana and the like, 
because it is not apprehended’—such a position is without a 
valid ground. Why? Because non-apprehersion is of the 
‘nature of non-cognition (anupalambha), ie. because non-appre- 
hension is of the nature of the absence of apprehension only. 
That which exists becomes the object of apprehension; by its 
apprehension the object is viewed as ‘it exists’, That which 
does not exist becomes the object of non-apprehension; the 
object which is non-apprehended is viewed as “it does notexist”. 
Thus this non-apprehension of the non-apprehension of avarana 
and the like, while acting upon its own object—viz. non-appre- 
heasion, which is nothing but-an absence of apprehension—can- 
not negate its own object. As a result, the non-apprehension 
of domcana and the like, being not negated, can well constitute 
a proper ground. However, the dvarana and the like+since 
they exist-—should constitute the object of apprehension; there 
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should be apprehensions-about them, Since they-are not actu-- 
ally apprehended (asin the case of sound), there being therc- 
fore the absence of their apprehension which reveals it; own 
object, i.c. there béing non-apprehension, it follows that (dvara- 
na‘and thie like) constitute the object of non-apprehension in the 
form ‘there-is no dvarana’ or anything else in the case of sound 
which can prevent its hearing’, However, on the basis of (the 
‘pramana which) negates the apprehension, the non-apprehension 
is-established andit (2e. non-apprehension -of dvaraga and the 
like) becomes the object of that (i.¢..the negating ‘promapa). 
(In short, in the case'of sound, ‘the absence-of dvardna .is estar 
blished.) = 7, 
Sitra 32; (The above refutation is without a valid 
ground), also because (the different selves) through their 
different bodies have-internal awareness about the pre-- 
sence and the absence of the different kinds of know- 
ledge. jv. 1.31 /f- 
Bhagya: The expression ‘is without a valid ground’ (ahelu) is 
to be added here (from the previous stra). The’ different sel- 
ves, through their different bodies, are capable of having inter- 
nal awareness about the presence or the absence of the different 
kinds of knowledge; c.g. (one.says) ‘I have ithe ‘knowledge - in 
the form ofa doubt’ or ‘Ido not have the ‘knowledge in the 
form -of a doubt’. Similar would be the cases of knowledge in 
‘the, form of perception, inference,.that derived .through -verbal 
testimony and recollection. Thus, the said non-apprehension 
of dvarana and the like, which is nothing but an.absence of 
apprehension, is apprehended internally by one’s own self: <I 
do not ‘apprehend any doarera etc. in- the case of sound’ or 
‘there is apprehended no-avarana.ctc, which, may prevent the 
hearing of sound’. Therefore, the contention of the opponent 
that ‘because of the’ non-apprehension of the non-apprehension 
of that, there is established the absence’ (see sūtra 29 above) 
is not logically justified. 


Here ends the section on the rejainder based on non-apprehension 
(anupalabdhi;sama-prakarona) 
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XIV, > ON REJOINDER BASED ON NON-ETERNALITY 


Sitya 32.: If itis claimed that æ similar property is-esta- 
blished (in the subject). because af the similarity (be- 
tween the instance and the subject), then, all- things, 
would have'to be: considered as non-éternal.’ Such a 
‘form of opposition is known as anitya-samd. [f v. 1.32 |} 
Bhasya :.The proponent says that sound is non-eternal because 
of similarity with the non-eternal jar. But, then, he has to face 
an absurdity that all things are but non-cternal because all 
things have similarity with the non-eternal jar. (E.g, all things 
are characterised by ‘existence’ or sati.) This form of opposi“ 


‘tion, made on the basis. afnon-eternality (for all), is known as 


anilya- -sama. 
The answer to this-is— 

Sūtra 33; If it be that (the probandum in the subject) 

is not.established because of similarity, then, the targu- 

ment of the opponent’ (pratisedha) also would not be 

established because of similarity with the ‘argument of 

the proponent’ (pratisedhya). Jf ve 1,33 // Sa 
Bhasya : The word pratisedha (in the sūtra) stands for the argu- 
ment, consisting of the inference-components liké pratijia and 
others, offered. (by the ‘opponent) to negate the thesis (of the 
proponent); it is also called the pratipaksa, It has similarity 
with the argument (offered by the proponent, to prove his) 
thesis—which is sought-to be. refuted by the opponent—in that 
it atso is characterised by the mention of prahjnd and others. 
Therefore, if the opponent claims that non-eternality is not 
established because of similarity with the non-eternal, in that 
case, there being non-establishment because of similarity,.the 
argument of the opponent also would not be established be- 


-cause of its similarity with what is sought to be refuted (i.¢, the 


argument of the proponent). 
Stra 34 ; That property alone 1s offeréd as the ground, 
which is*ascertained, in the instance, as a correct pro- 
bans for the probandum. It can constitute both (simi- 
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larity and dissimilarity) and- hente; the question of all 

things being of the same nature does not arise. j/v.1.34/] 
Bhasya ; That property alone is offered as the ground, which is 
ascertained, in the instance, as a correct probans for the pro- 
bandom. It (e.g. being preceded by effort) can constitute both; 
in the case of some (e.g. the jar etc.) it becomes similarity, and 
in the case of some (e.g, kāja etc.) it becomes dissimilarity. 
When it makes one resemble another it is similarity and when 
it differentiates one from another it is dissimilarity. Thus, only 
a.particular kind of similarity (having invariable concomitance 
with the probandum) is to be offered as the ground and not 
any kind of similarity or dissimilarity indiscriminately. In fact, 
you (the opponent) have said, relying on mere similarity and 
dissimilarity, that if a similar property is established because 
of similarity, then, all things would have to be considered as 
non-eternal (see sûtra 32 above). But this is quite illogical. 
The answers that have been given in the case of the rejoinder 
based on non-distinction are also to be noted here. (See siitya 
24 above.) 


Here enda the'séction on the rejoinder based on non-ctern ality 
(anitya-saina-prakarapa) 


XV, ON REJOINDER BASED ON ETERNALITY 


Sūtra 35 : ‘Non-eternality being eternally present eterna- 
lity may be justified even in the case of the non-eternal’. 
Such a form of opposition is known as nitya-samå. 
: }] ve 1.35 j] 
Bhayya : The proponent puts forward the thesis that sound is 
non-eternal, But is this non-eternality, which belongs to sound, 
itself eternal, or non-eternal? If it (ae non-eternality) be 


present always (i.e. be eternal), 
presence of the property (dharma), the substratum (dharmin, lit. 
property-possessor) also should be eternally present, (for a 
dharma cannot exist without a dharmin). Thus it follows that 


then, because ,of the eternal: 
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sound is eternal. If, on the other hand, it be not present always, 
then also sound would be eternal due to the absence of -non- 
eternality, Such a form of opposition by contending eternality 
is known as nilya-sama. 

The answer to this is— 

Sūtra 36 : Non-eternality being always present in the 

subject (offered by the proponent, e.g. in sound), non- 

eternality is well justified in the non-tternal. Hence, 

the above refutation is nor possible. // v- 1.36 // 
Bhdsya': When it is said that (sound should be eternal) because 
non-eternality is always present inthe subject (of the proponent), 
namely, sound, the non-eternality of sound becomes already 
accepted. Thus, non-cternality being already justified, the 
refucation.in the form ‘sound is not non-eternal’ becomes unjus- 
tified. If; on the other hand, (the ever-presence of non-eterna- 
lity in sound) is not admitted, the ground of the opponent— 
because non-etetnality is always present—would be unproved, 
and because of the absence of the ground the refutation would 
be illogical. 

Non-eternality of sound means its absence due to destruction 
after it has been produced. In that case, there is no scope for 
an objection (in the said form), ‘Is the non eternality always 
present in sound, or not ?’~-such a question itself is unjustified. 
Why? Because non-eternality of sound means its absence 
due to destruction after it has been produced. Thus, due to 
contradiction, the substratum-superstratum division becomes 
unjustified. (Non-eternality of sound means its destruction. 
There can be no substratum-superstratum relation between 
such non-eternality and sound. Hence the question whether 
it is always present or not én sound would be absurd.) 

(Such refutation is illogical), also because eternality and 
non-eternality are opposed to each other. The two properties, 
eternality and non-eternality, are opposed to each other ii 
relation to a single object; they cannot both be present there. 
Therefore, your statement that non-erernality being always 


s 
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present the nonieternal would become eternal is really.a state- 
ment without any meaning. ; i) : 
“Here ends the Séetion dn the rejoinder based om’erérnality 
(nitya-sama-prakarage) -` | 


XVI. ON KARYA:SAMA 


Sūra 87: A rejoinder based on. the claim that éffects 
«followed by: effort are» of different nature is known as 

karya-sama@. ff v1.37 | oe nahi: y 
Bhasya : (The proponent claims :) Sound is'non-eternal, because 
itis immediately followed’ by efforts A thing which comes into 
being, -being:followed By effort, is a thing which is-non-existing 
previously, but is existing laten“ e.g. the effects like the' jar etc. 
By the word ‘non-eternal’ is meant-a thing which is existing 
previously but is non-existing later: In this context; the oppo- 
nent opposes-by saying (that the proponeént’s claim is. not justi- 
fied), because effects followed by ¢ffort are,of different nature. 
It is observed in the case of thé jar etc. that they are produced, 
being: followed: by effort: Again; ‘it iis observed*that things 
obstruted /oyavahita) becomes manifested (abhivyakia) when the 
obstruction is removed. Thus, of the two alternatives—(i) 
sound;-being followed by effort, is producéd'and (ii) sound, being 
followed by ‘effort, 'is manifested-no“one can be exclusively 
adhered to. (A'thing may be produced by effort, 0g.’ a- jar: 
A thing may“again be dnly manifested by effort, ‘e.g. water 
hidden under the ground. Thus; there: arises the question : Is 
sound produced or manifested By effort Zx Tf sound be only 
manifested, it would be something existing already and “cannot 
be noneternal.)” Such-a form of opposition-made: ‘by claiming 
non-distinction (with another kind of) effect is known as kéavya- 
sama. s AEN A Deal 

The answer. to this i i— èžě ~- 

Satya 38: If (sound be- something) other. haa. what is 

produced, then, effort cannot be. a !cause (even for its 
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alleged. manifestation), because, (prior to its utterance) 
ho-causé preventing its hearing is actually observed. 
: eY e fp 188 Uf 

Bhajya : If sound be seaitiag other than what:is produced, 
then, effort cannot be a cduseeven for itsmanifestation, because 
(prior to its utterance} no cause preventing its hearing js actua- 
ily observed.- The presence.of an‘obsatruction,. preventing the 
cognition of a thing; is justified only in the.case of a thing 
which (itis conclusively proved) is -manifested,. immediately 
after effort has been puton. In such a case, due to ‘the, remo- 
val of the obstruction, there miay result, . immediately. after 
‘effort has been put on, the manifestation, i. the cognition, ‘of 
the thing, obstructed. - Bug, in the case of sound,-no such obs- 
truction preventing itsIcognition is ever observed, so that it 
may be said that because of the removal of the obstruction imme- 
diately after effort Has heen put on, there results the manifestas 
tion, ¿é the cognition of sound. Therefore, it is to be admi- 
tted that (by éffort) sound.is prodaced, and not manifested. 4 


Here ends the section on karya-sama 
(Aarya-Sama-prakarana) 


XVII. ON PSEUDO-DEBATE CONSISTING: OF SIX STEPS 


Bhasya : Indeed, (the opponent). contends that the ground 
(of the proponent) is irregular, and because-of irregularity it is 


incapable of proving {a thesis), But, if the (proponent’s) ground 


be incapable because of irregularity, then— 
Sitra 39 : The same fallacy arises‘in the case of the ‘neg- 
ating ground’ (pratisedha): also, (which is advanced by 
the opponent). //v. 1.39// 
Bhagya : -The negating ground also is irregular, because it hesa: 
tes something (c.g. the proponent’s ground) and, again, does 
not negate some thing (¢.g- its own nature). Being irregular, 
it is incapable -of-proving its point. 
‘Herc. is an alternative explanation. In the alternative that 


, 
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sound is non-eternal, there is no specific ground to establish 
that, immediately after effort has been put on, there is produc- 
tion, and not manifestation (of sound). Again, in the alter- 
native that sound i ig eternal, there is no specific-ground to estab- 
lish that, immediately after efforr has been put on, there is 
manifestation, and not production, -(of sound) , Thus, the 
absence of a specific ground is equally applicableto both the 
alternatives, and ag such, both the grounds are irregular (i.¢. 
incapable of proving their points). - 
Sūtra 40 : The above form (of illegitimate answer) is 
possible in all cases (of jati-s). /fv. 1.40%) 
Bhasya: In the case of all the negating grounds, such as the 
sadharmya-sama and the like, wherever non-distinction (in some 
point) may be observed (as has been illustrated under the pre- 
vious sūtra), an objection may be raised, namely—the fallacy is 
equally present in both the alternatives. (The proponent offers 
a thesis. The opponent opposes by employing a jai. Then, 
in answer, the proponent may employ a jati by painting to non- 
distinction between his position and that of the opponent. In 
the illustration under the previous sāta the point of non-distinc- 
tion is irregularity.) 
Satra 41; {Ifthe opponent ‘replies that) the refutation 
(vipratisedha) (by the proponent) of the ‘negating ground’ 
(pratisedha) {advanced by the opponent) suffers from the 
same fallacy as alleged in the case of the negating ground 
“fit would constitute the fourth step). //y. 1-4177. 
Bhasya.; It is alleged that the same fallacy—namely,. irregular- 
ity—arises in the case of the negating ground also. But the 
same fallacy is equally possible also in the refutation of the 
negating ground. (Such a reply from the opponent is the fourth 
step.) y 
The statement of- the proponent (sadhana-védin) seeking to 
establish his thesis is the ‘first step : sound is non-eternal, be- 
cause jt is immediately followed by effort. 
The statement of the opponent (désana-oddin) advancing the 
negating ground by employing the jäi: known as karya-sarna is 
the: second step : (the proponent’s claim is not justified), becau- 
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se effects followed by effort are of different nature. It is called 
prasisedha, 

‘The statement of the proponent that the same fallacy arises 
in the case of the negating ground also is the third step. It is 
called viprattsedha (refutation). 

_ The reply of the opponent that the refutation of the nega- 
ting ground also suffers from the same fallacy, namely, irregu- 
larity, is the fourth step. 

Sutra 42 : ‘The*opponent admits (in fact) that his negat- 
ing ground is fallacious, but still contends (unduly) that 
the refutation of the negating ground suffers from the 
same fallacy; therefore, he falls, into the point of defeat 
known as matdnujid'; (Such a reply of the proponent is 
the fifth step.) jv. 1.42// 
Bhasya : Indeed, the opponent admits that his negating ground 
—i.e. the second step—is fallacious; bnt he does not try to 
remove the fallacy and, rather accepting it says (as the fourth 
step) that the refutation of the negating ground—z.c. the third 


step-—also suffers from the same fallacy of irregularity. The 


position of the opponent who in this way tries to prove the 
proponent’s position fallacious involves the point of defeat 
called matanujid (Nydya-sitra v, 2.21)’. Such a.reply of the pro- 
ponent is the fifth step. 
Sūtra 43 : ‘When {the proponent) makes statement with- 
out removing the fallacy which arises. due to (i.¢: is 
directed against) the initial stacement of his own thesis 
(i.e. the first step) and offers a ground (z.2..makes the 
charge of ‘irregularity’ against the opponent), there ari- 
ses {in the case of the proponent also} the same charge 
(viz. involving the point of defeat callcd matdnuyaa), for 
the proponent in fact admits the fallacy as alleged by 
the other party (i.e. the opponent)’. (Such a.reply of, 
the opponent—which is, in short, ‘the proponent falls . 
fjv. 1.43/] 
Bhasya : When a thesis (e.g. sound is non-eternal) is put forward 
for establishment, the fallacy (mentioned in sūtra 37 above)— 
because the effects follawed by effort are of different nature— 


into maténujna’—is the sixth step.) 
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becomes for the proponent a fallacy ‘relating: to his own thesis’ 
(sva-paksa-laksana). Why ? Because it arises out of (i.e. à$ direc: 
ted-against) his ‘own thesis; The proponent; Gepending upon 
this fallacy relating to his own thesis—i.e. without removing 
the fallacy and rather accepting it--makes-a statement; attribu- 
ting:the same fallacy to the position ofrthe opponent;, such as 
‘the same, fallacy arises in the case of the négating ground’ also’ 
(cf. siira 39 above). Thus he also mentions the-ground (for 
considering the‘opponent’s position’ to be.fallacious) ‘the nega- 
ting ground is irregular... When the proponent:makes a state- 
ment, without removing the fallacy-relating ‘to bis own thesis. 
in order to attribute (the same fallacy.to the opponent’se posi- 
tion) and also:,mentions a` ground. for’ il, hé thereby actually 
agcepts the fallacy attributed to his own position by the oppo- 
nent. :How-is itso? Because. the proponent makes the: staté- 
ment that the same fallacy arises in the case of the negating 
ground algo, without first removing. the.:fallacy of irregularity 
attributed to his position bythe opponent: ias he says ‘because 
the'effects, followed by effort are of different nature’. Thus, in 
fact, the: proponent,-only after admitting that his’ initial state 
ment putting forward. the thesis is fallacious, attributes-the 
same fallacy tothe negating ground, Hence, because of the 
admission of the charge made by the opponent, thé proponent’s 
position also involves the same fallacy. Just ds it has ‘been 
contended that the opponent, since he claims, only after admi- 
tting that, his negating. ground is fallacious, that the-refutation 
of the negating ground too suffers from-the same fallacy, falls 
‘into the point of defeat. called. matdinjad; so also, it may be 
contended that the proponent too, since he claims; only after 
admitting that’ his initial statement ofthe thesis is.fallacious, 
thatthe negating ground suffers from. the same fallacy, -falls 
into the point/of defeat called maianujfta. Such a claim made 
on the part of the opponent is the sixth step- 

On these six steps, the first, the third and’ the fifth belong to 
.the proponent, while the second, the fourth and the'sixth belong 
‘to the opponent. 

“When their validity or invalidity is critically considered, it 
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ie faund that, in the case; ofthe fourth andthe ‘sixth, there 
arises the fallacy of ‘useless repetition’ (funarukta), because of 
the absence of any difference in-mcaning.. In the fourth step, 
the opposite party is accused of having a similar fallacy : the re- 
futation of the negating, ground suffers from the same fallacy as 
alleged in the case of the negating ground (sillra 41 above). In 
the sixth step also, the charge of having a similar fallacy is 
made : because of the admission of the fallacy alleged by the 
other party, there arises the same objection (sūtra 43 above). 
There is thus no difference in meaning. 

In the samt way, in the case of the third and the fifth steps 
also, there- arises the fallacy of-useless repetition. In the third 
step also, the charge of sameness is made : the same fallacy 
arises in the case of the negating ground also. In the fifth step 
also, (the same thing is urged): the same fallacy arises in the 
case of also the refutation of the negating ground. Actually, 
no different meaning is-being stated. 

In the case of the fifth and the sixth steps also, there arises 
the fallacy of useless repitition, because of the absence of any 
difference in meaning. In the case of the third and the fourth, 
there is maténujfia. Inthe case of the first and the second, 
there is the absence of a specific ground (proving a thesis con- 
clusively). 

Thus, in the. case of an ‘argumentation involving: six steps’ 
(sat poksi) the claim of neither the proponent nor the opponent 
is established. 

But, when does an argumentation involving six steps: start ? 
(Wher: the proponent, taking recourse toa sati, replies) : the 
same fallacy arises in the case of the negating ground also. In 
that-case, both the claims remain unproved. However, if the 
proponent (instead of employing a aii) replies correctly in the 
third alternative “if sound be something other.than what is 
produced, effort cannot be a cause, for no cause preventing its 
hearing is actually observed” (sitra 38 above), then, because of 
the mention of a specific ground, is established the first step 
(ie. the proponent’s thesis) that after effort has been put in, 
sound is-really produced and not merely manifested. As such, 
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there would remain no scope for an argumentation with six 


steps. 
Here ends ‘the section on pscudo-debate consisting of six steps 
(sat-puksi-tipa-kathabhasa-prakarana) 


First ahnika of fifth-chapter ends 


Adhydya 5 Abnika 2 


I. ON SPECIFIC DEFINITIONS OF FIVE POINTS OF DEFEAT 
RELATING TO THESIS OR PRORBANS 


Bhasya : It has already been stated in brief that because of 
the varieties of the ‘false notions’ (vipratipatti) and ignorance 
(Gpratipatii) (of the two parties in a debate) numerous forms of 
nigrahasthana are possible (Nypdja-siitra i. 2.19). They are now 
to be discussed in details. The nigrahasihdna-s are really the 
causes (vastu) of defeat, the ‘basic factors’ (adhikarana) on which 
rests the offence (aparddha) (of the party.concerned), They 
generally relate to the inference-components like the: thesis and 
others, and may occur equally in the case of the contestant 
urging the right thesis as well as the contestant urging the 
wrong thesis (2c. hath the proponent and the opponent). They 
are classified as follows— 

Sutra 1; The points of defeat are (4) pratijnd-hani, (it) pra- 

lijñānlara, (iti) pratyna-virodha, (10) pratijia-sannyasa, (v) 

heivantara, (ot) arthantara, (vii) nirarthaka, (viii) avijñātār- 

tha, (ix) aparthaka, (x) aprapta-cala, (xi) nytina, (xii) adhika, 

(xiti)punarukta; (xiv) ananubhdsana, (xv) ajñāna, (xvi) apra- 

tibhā, (xvii) viksepa, (xviii) matanujhd, xix) paryannyojya- 

upeksana, (xx) nivanupojya-anuyoga, (xxi) apasiddhanta and 

(xxii) hetoabhasa. {/ v. 2.1 /f 
Bhasya : They are thus divided into twenty-two classes and the 
definition of each is being stated. 

Saira 2: The ‘loss of thesis’ (praiijna-héni) occurs if one 

admits in one’s own instance the presence of a property 

belonging to the counter.tnstance. // v. 2.2 /] 
Bhasya : If the préponent—aftér he has been opposed on the 
basis of a property opposed to the inferable property—admits 
in his own instance the presence of a property belonging to the 
counter-instance, he in fact abandons his thesis and as such, 
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falls into pratijnd-hani. Here is an iNustration. The proponent 
says :) Sound is non-eternal, because it is perceived by the sense, 
just like ajar. To this, the opponent says +a ‘universal’ which 
is eternal is‘observed to’ be perceived by the sense; why should 
not sound be similar (i.e. eternal)? Being opposed’ thus, the 
proponent says : if it be a fact that a ‘universal’ which is percei- 
ved by -the sense-is eternal, then, Jet the-jar aleo be eternal. 
‘But, then, the proponent, unduly attributing--eternality to his 
instance, offered to ‘prove the probandum (viz. non-ēternality), ` 
in fact'abandons his position (paksa) totally including the. final 
conclusion. Since*he abandons his.position; he also abandons, 
it may bë said; his very thesis (pratijad), for one’s thesis is based 
‘upon one’s position. ; 
Sara 3: The insertion of thesis’ (pratij#antara) occurs if 
the proponent—after the thesis gought to be established 
has been opppsed—mentions ‘a. second thesis with the 
help of a different property (in order: to establish- the 
former). /} v. 2.3 // ae ig 
Bhasya : The proponent first states the thesis he seeks. to estab- 
lish ; sound is non-eternal, because it is percetved by the sense, 
just like a jar. It is then opposed, with the help of-a counter- 
instance, by pointing tothe irregualrity of the probans : a uni- 
versal, though it is perceived by the sense, is eternal.. After the 
thesis sought to ‘be established has ‘been opposed.in thie way, 
(the proponent mentions), with a view:to establishing his origi- 
“nal thesis, another thesis, with the help of a diferent property, 
ie. on the basis of some-other-property, for even if there may 
be similarity in some point between the instance and the 
counter-instance, there may be difference in respect of some 
other property—a ‘universal’ is‘perceived by the serise and is 
all-pervasive. (sareazata); whereas a jar is perceived by the sense 
and ig not all-pervasive. How? Just.as a jar is not all-perya- 
sive, so alto, sound too Is not all-pervasive; hence, just -Jike 4 
jar, Sound is-non-eternal. Here the first thesis is : sound is non- 
etemal, and-thé second ‘one is :sonnd is ‘not all-pervasive. 
There is thus the insertion of another thesis. 
But why’should'it be a point of defeat? The cause for the 
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establishment of a’ thesis is not merely another thesis. In fact 
the causes for the establishment of a thesis are the probans ai 
the instance. Thus, the mentioning of what is not. a, cause for 
establishment does noi serve'any Purpose and since it does ait 
Serve any purpose,-it constitutes a point-of defeat. 
Sitra,4: The ‘contradition with thesis’ (praly%a viradha) 
occursif there is a contradition betwéen the thesis and 
the probans; J} v. 2.4 Jf , 
Bhayya: (For exampłe), the thesis offered-is : a substance is 
distinct from its qualities. . The “probans offered for it is: be- 
cause no distinct entity other than: the qualities of colour. etc 
is apprehended. But, then, there is a contradition between 
the thesis andthe probans.. How ?- Ifit be a fact that a sub- 
slance is distinct from its qualities, the non-apprehension of 
a distinct entity other than the qualities of colour etc. is 
not Justified. On the other hand, if it be a fact that there 
is no apprehension of a distinct entity other than the qualities 
of colour etc.; the statement Nat a substance is distinct from its 
qualities is not justified: A substance as distinct from its qua- 
lities and the non-apprehension of a distinct entity other than 
the qualities of colour ete. are opposed, contradictory ; both 
are not equally possible, l 
Sūira 9: The ‘disowning. of thesis’ (pratijna:sannyasa) 
occurs if the proponent~—when his position has been 
opposed—denies the.very thesis he sought-to establish 
earlier, // v. 2.5 // 
Bhasya 2 The proponent says: sound is non-eternal, because it 
is perceived by thesense. To this, the opponent may: say : 
a universal is perceived by the sense, yet it is not none 
eternal ; similarly, sound, though perceived by the sense, may 
not be non-eternal, When his position has been oposed in 
this way, the proponent may say : who says that sound is non= 
eternal ? Such a denial of the very thesis one sought to esta- 
blish earlier constitutes the disowning of thesis. 
SatraG: The proponent offers the ground in a general 
way; the ‘Opponent opposes it; then, the proponent 
intends to state the ground in a specific way (by adding 
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some qualification). It would then constitute what is 

called the ‘insertion of probans’ (hetvantara). ff} v. 2.6 J) 

Bhd sya : Here is an illustration. : The thesis (as advocated by 
Samkhya) is: the manifested objects have a single ‘material 
cause’ (prakrti). On what ground? Because the modifica- 
tions (vikāra) having a single material cause possess a (spe- 
cific) magnitude. Things like the plate etc. which are pro- 
duced from earth are observed to have a (specific) magnitude ; 
the same kind of ‘arrangement of parts’ (spūha) as is present in 
the material cause is also found to be present in the modifica- 
tion. In every modification, a (specific) magnitude is observed. 
And this (specific) magnitude is observed in each of, the mani- 
fested objects. Therefore, because of the presence of a (speci- 
fic) magnitude in all the modifications which have a single 
material cause, we (the followers of ‘Samkhya) conclude that 
all the manifested objects have a single material cause. 

The above position may be opposed by showing an irregu- 
larity (vyabhicéra) : a (specific) magnitude is found to be present 
in modifications not only having a single material cause but 
also having different material causes (e.g. a gold ring and an 
earthen plate). i 


Being opposed in this way, (the followers of Samkhya)- may 

say (that our probans is actually) : Because a (specific) magni- 

- tude is observed in the modifications like the plate etc., when 
there follows moreover a uniform nature. All the manifested 
objects possess a (specific) magnitude and areuniformly of the 
nature of pleasure-suffering-tgnorance (sukha-dubkha-moha), Thus, 
since there does not follow uniformly the nature of some other 
material causé, it is concluded that the manifested! objects have 
a single material cause. 

Thus, the ground is initially stated in a general way; when 
it is opposed, it is stated in a.specific way- Hence, it constitu- 
tes (the point of defeat) known as the insertion of probans. 
When a different ground is mentioned, it constitutes a point 


of defeat, because the ground initially mentioned is incapable 
of proving the probandum. After mentioning the different 
ground, if (the followers of Samkhya) also mention an instance 
1 
f 
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in which the co-existence of the probans and the probandum 
is conclusively shown, then, it would not be proved that the 
manifested objeċts have a single material cause, for in the case 
of that very instance oné would have to admit a different mate- 
tial cause. If, on the other hand, no instance is offered, then, 
the probans would be useless, because unless the coexistence of 
the probans and the probandum is exemplified through an ins- 
tance a probans cannot prove the probandum. As such, there 
would be no escape from a point of defeat.. j 


Here ends the section on specific definitions of five points of dèftat 
_ -Felating to thesis or probans 
( protijaa-heln-anpatara-asrita-nizrahasthAna-pancaka-vitesa-laksana-prakarana) 
` 


11. ON FOUR POINTS OF DEFEAT, WITHOUT THE RESULT, 
THE CONVEYING OF A MEANING RELEVANT TO THE 
MATTER UNDER DISCUSSION 


Sūtra 7: When (the proponent or the opponent) statts 
something the meaning of which has no connection with 
the matter under discussion, it would be a ‘case ‘of the 
‘irrelevant’ (arthantara}). j} v. 2.7 fj 
Bhasya : After the thesis and the counter-thesis have been adini- 
tted (by the respective contestants)-—as has already been descri- 
bed (in Wyaya-siiira i. 2.1), the matter that becomes relevant for 
discussion is the establishment of the probandum from the pro- 
bans (hetu). In this context, (one of the two) may say : “the 
thesis is ‘sound is eternal’ and the hetu (probans) is ‘not having 
the quality of touch.” The word helu is a term {pada} formed 
by the addition of a krt-suffix, when the sufix tur is added to 
the root hì. The terms again are of four kinds ; (i) rāma, (ii) 
akhydta, (ili) nipala and (iv) upasarge. A nama is`that which 
acquires a changed form as the meaning conveyed by it be- 
comes related to particular actions; it conveys the totality of 
either a universal or a quality or an action or a substance and 
the kéraka in which it stands; it also conveys the number be- 
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longing to the kdraka. An ākhyāta is that which expresses the 
rélation betweén an action (kriyd) and the time (kala). It may 
also mean. the simple meaning of a root (dhdtu) which can be 
related to the meaning conveyed by a'svffix expressing time. 
A nipata is that which in spite of having different meanings in 
different ‘uses does not change its form. An upasarga is that 
which is placed very near (to a verb) and. modifies the meaning 
of the verb; -And many other such things.” | 

Al) the above, it is to be noted, would ‘constitute what is 
known as-thé irrelevant. 

Sūra 8:. The meaningless (nirerthaka) occurs when a 

statement, similar to the mention of some letters (varna) 

in a particular. order (which does not convey any mean- 

ing), is made. // vs 2.8 }/ 
Bhasya : For example, a. statement like the following would be 
a case of ‘the meaningless: sound is non- eternal, because ka, 
ca, fa, ta and pa are of the nature: of ja, va, ga, da, da and $a; just 
like jha, bhay ña, gha, dha, dha and ja, Here no meaning can 
be understood, because; logically, no ‘expresser-expressible 
relation’ (abhidhana-abhidheyo-bhava} is possible and as such, 
some letters only are mentioned in a particular order. 

Sitra 9: The proponent’ makes a statement thrice; 

even then, the meaning does. not become intelligible to 

the members of the ‘debating council” (partsat) and 

the- opponent. Such a situation is called the -unintelli- 

gible (avijiatartha). Jiv. 2.9// 
"Bhäçya : Ifa statement, though repeated thrice, is. not under- 
stpod by the members of the debating council and the oppo- 
nent because of the employment of words with a double mean- 
ing, the use of words in’ a sense’ not wellknown, the utterance 
of words in a very quick suceession and the like, it would be a 
case of the unintelligible. . Such a, procedure is adopted.by a 


contestant with a view to concealing his inability (to answer ` 


the charges against him) and as such, it constitutes a point of 
‘defeat. 
Satra 10: A statement which does not convey a cohe- 
rent meaning because of the absence of a.‘syntactical 


w 
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relation’ (paurvāparya) (among its components) is called 

the unconstrued (aparthaka). -j/v..2.10}] 
Bhasya: When a number of terms (pada). or sentences {văkya) 
do not have a syntactical relation among themselves and thus, 
a single coherent meaning cannot be understood, it would be a 
case of the .unconstrued, for, (though gach individual compo- ` 
nent may have a meaning of its own), the statement as a whole 
conveys no meaning. For instance, the statement ‘ten pome- 
granates, six cakes’; or, the statement ‘a bowl, the skin of a 
goat, a lump of flesh, this comes from a ruru deer, this is to be 
drunk by a young girl, her father is very old.’ 

Here ends the section on four points of defeat, without the result, 


namely, the conveying of a meaning retevant to the matter under discussion 
(prakrta-np sya gi-vakyartha-pratipalti-phala-fonya-nigrahasthana-caluska-prakaruna) 


NL ON THREE POINTS OF DEFEAF, FORMULATIONS 
NOT ACCORDING TO ONE’S ACCEPTED CONCLUSION 


Satra 11 : The wrongly-timed faprāpta-kāla) occurs when 
the statement (of 4 contestant) mentions the inference- 
components in ‘violation of the proper order’ /viparydsa). 
jiv- 214] 
Bhasya : There is a fixed order in which the inference-compo- 
nents, the thesis and others, are to be stated—according to their 
definitions and depending on their meanings. But: when a 
statement is made, mentioning the inference.components in 
violation of.the proper order, it would be a case of the wrongly- 
timed. Since such a statement would not convey-a coherent 
meaning it would constitute a point of defeat. 
Siiva 12: The deficient (nyiina) occurs when any one of 
v the inference-components is left out, -//v. 2.12// 
Bhasya : When any one of the inference-components—any one 
of the thesis and others—is Icft out, it would be a point of 
defeat; called the deficient, In the absence of a proper ‘ground 
(i.e. an argument Containing. all the inference-components), the 
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conclusion cannot be established. 
Sūtra 13 : The additional adhika) occurs when one men- 
tions more than one probans or instance. fv. Q13f) 
Bhasya : The purpose being served by one, the other becomes 
useless. However, it is to be noted that it would be a point of 
defeat only when a rule has been agreed upon (to the effect 
that one would not mention more than one probans or instan- 


ce). (Thus, in ordinary cases, such mention would not be 


improper. } 
Here ends the section on three points of defeat—formulations not 
according to one’s accepted conclusion 
(sva-siddhanta-anurupa-prayogabhisa-nigrahasthana-trika-prakarana) 


IV. ON POINTS OF DEFEAT INVOLVING REPETITION 


Sutra 14 : The (point of ‘defeat known | as) repetition 
{bunarukla) occurs when the same words or meanings are 
mentioned over again, except in the case of reiteration 
(anuvada). jv. 2. l4}/ 
Bhasya ; Except in the case of reiteration, there- occurs repeti- 
tion of words or repetition of meanings. An instance of word- 
repetition is ; nityah sabdah nityah Sabdah. An instance of mean- 
jng-repetition is : sabda is non-eternal, dhvani is characterised 
‘by destruction. 

In the case of reiteration, however, thé repetition (is not 
unjust), because there, due to the repitition of the same word, 
some specific purpose is served, For instance, (Gautama has 
said in.i. 1.39 that) the conclusion is a re-statement of the pre- 
liminary thesis by referring to the probans. (See also Wyaya- 
siitra ii. 1.65f.) 

Siiva 15: (1s would also be a case of repetition) ifa 

meaning—already clearly, understood from implication 

—is expressed over again through words appropriate for 


it. f/y. 2.15/f ; 
Bhésya : The expression it would be a case of repetition’ 
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follows (in the present sitra) according ta the context. A 

illustration is as follows. One first says (sound is) niite y 
because of being a product; next, one states the meanin ae 
cea follows therefrom by implication through wéhiaa i 
priate for it, 42. words capable of expressing such a sete 
viz. whatever is not a product is eternal, It ig to be hte 
that this also would be a case of repetition. Words i 

employed to convey some méaning, But in ASET “ih 
intended meaning has already been understood from alent 


Here ‘ends the section on points of defeat involving répetition 
G punarukta-nigrahasthăna-prakaranij 


V. ON FOUR POINTS OF DEFEAT WHICH COUNTER A REPLY 


Silva 16: (The Proponent) makes a statement thrice; 
the members of the debating council understand tiie 
same) yet (the opponent) fails to re-state the same; it 
would be a case of the ‘absence of re-statement’ sistas 
bhayana). }/ v. 2.16 i : 
Bhasya : There is the statement, the meaning of which is und 
stood by the members of the debating council and which Gs 
repeated thrice by the proponent. But the same is not re-stat j 
by the opponent. And this would be a point of defeat, call = 
the absence of re-statement. If the opponent does not aa 
first the claim of the Proponent, then, on the basis of whet 
would he advance the refutation of the opposed party? (Th 
rule is that the opponent, before he starts the petal a tien ae = 
himself state the position sought to be refuted, Violatio 4 
this rule leads to the point of defeat defined here.) a 
Sūtra 17 : Ignorance (@jaéna) is the absence of under- 
standing. // v. 2.17// | 
Bhasyat A statement is made by the proponent thrice and is 
understood by the members of the debating council; yet the 
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opponent fails to understand it. And. this would be a point of 
defeat, called ‘ignorance’, Ifthe opponent fails to. understand 
(the propenent’s position), thén, what would:he actually refute ? 
Satya 18. (The point of -defeat known as) non-ingenuity 
(apratibha) occurs when a suitable reply: (uitara) is not 
found. J} v.-2.18./f -° ; TEE 
Bhasyax A reply ‘means the: ground..by which the position of 
the other party- is to be negated. If.one fails to find out such 
a ground, one becomes. defeated. 
Sitsa. 19: (The point of defeat known as) interruption 
(viksepa) occurs when.a debate is brought to an end by 
referring (falsely) to some other important business. 
oe pve 2A9 
Bhasya : When one brings a debate to an end|by falsely referr- 
ing to some other important-business—‘I have a task to per- 
form; after. finishing i¢ I shall come back and answer your 
objections’—it would be a ease of the point.of defeat known as 
interruption. A debate comes to an.end:when one of the con: 
testants becomes defeated and (in the above:case, it.is clear 
that),one oneself (brings the debate to an end and). speaks of 
taking part in another debate. (That is, 0 far as the. present 
debate is concerned one is defeated.) 
Here ends the section on four points of defeat which couoter a reply 
(utlars-vired hi-nigrahasthéna-catuska-prakaraga) 


Vi. ON THRELZ POINTS OF DEFEAT DETERMINED WITH 
REFERENCE TO A FALLACY 


Sūtra 20 : Thè ‘admission of a charge’ (matinyjfa) occurs 
when ore admits a fallacy in one’s own position and 


attributes the same fallacy to the other’s position. 
? J} v. 2.20 ff 


Bhasya ; One, rather accepting and not refuting, the fallacy 


urged against one’s own position by the other, says : the same 
fallacy arises in your position also. Such a person, since he 
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l ate a fallacy in his own position and attributes the same 
fallacy to-the other’s-position, actually accepts beforehand the’ 
charge made by the other (showing that his position is unjusti- 
fied} and hence, he falls into the point of defeat called’ the 
admission of a charge. 

Sutra 21 ‘(The point of defeat called) ‘being indifferent 
to. the censurable’. ( Parpanuyojya-upeksana} occurs when 
one does not indicate the Point of defeac, although the 
other has fallen into a point-of defeat. Uv. 2.21 ff 

Bhasya rA ‘censurable person’ ( Paryanuyojya) is one who is to be 
charged for being involved ina point .of defeat Being indi 
fferent to him medng not making’ i i allen 
ffe & the charge ‘you ha: 
into.a point of defeat’. as eos 

This is to be made known by the members of the cauncil 
when the. question is put to them : which one of the A 
has been defeated? For one who has fallen into.a point of 
defeat cannot oneself let out one’s own secret, 
Sittra 22: ‘Cenguring the non-censurable’ (tivancyojya-. 
-anuyoga) occurs when -the charge of a point of defeat is 
made with reference to what is not a point of defeat 
f ĮI V- 2.22 } 

Bhäsya :-It is to be noted: that if, because of the. wrong a: 

standing of the definition of a point of defeat, one says-to the 

Opponent,.with reference to what is not really a point of defeat 

‘you have fallen into.a point of defeat’, chen, one sicaclt 

commits: a point of defeat, because of censurin ~ 

2 q l t n= 
censurable. TIS 
Here ends the section on three points of defeat determined with 
reference -to a fallacy Í 
( dosa-nirtipya-nigrahasthBna-tyika-prakarana J 


VI, ON TWO POINTS OF DEFEAT DETERMINED By des 
WRONG STATEMENT OF THE DEBATER 


Stra 23; “Adherence: to a wrong. conclusion’ (apasiddh- 
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anta) occurs when one initially admits:a certain conclu- 
sion but later accepts a position opposed to it, and 
proceeds in the debate. j; v. 2.23 j} 
Bhasya It is to be noted that when a debater initially. admits 
a conclusion . thata certain thing is of such and such nature, 
but, afterwards, due to irregularity, i.e. even accepting a po- 
sition which is opposed to the conclusion he has already accep- 
ted, procecds in the debate; he commits the point of defeat 
known as adherence to a wrong conclusion. i f 
For ‘instance, (a follower of Samkhya) advances his own 
‘position by admitting the conclusion that the existent does not 
totally forsake its nature, 4.e. there is no absolute destruction 
of the existent, and the non-existent never comes into being, 
ie. the non-existent is never produced : this manifested world 
is produced from a single material cause, because ‘uniformity 
of nature’ (samanvapa) -is observed in the modifications. In the 
case of the plate (sarāva) cte. which all are ‘uniformly charac- 
terised by (the nature of) earth, it is observed that they all 
have a single material cause. Similarly, all the; manifested 
objects are observed to be uniformly characterised by pleasure- 
pain-ignorance. Therefore, because of the observacion of 
uniformity in nature in respect of pleasure and the like, it is 
to be concluded that this world must have a single materia) 
cause. 
After he has argued in the above manner, he is asked (by 
a Naiyayika) : how-are the material cause arid its modification 
to be determined? A material cause is that which remains, 
while some properties disappear from it and somè properties 
appear ìn it. A property which appears or disappears is the 
modification, (For example, a jar is.a property of carth. Hence, 
earth is a material cause and a jar a modification.) Thus, (the 
follower of Samkhya) continues the debate on the basis of irre- 
guiarity, iv. by accepting a position which is opposed to the 
conclusion he has already accepted. He has already admitted 
that the non-existent never appears and the existent never dis- 
appears. But, without the disappearance and the appearance 
of the’ existent andthe non-existent, the presence of activity 
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and the absence of activity on the part of a person cannot be 
explained, When there remains earth simply, one is led to 
activity expecting that a different object in the form of a 
plate or the like will be produced and afterwards since it has 
been produced, the activity ceases. And this (i.e. presence or 
absence) would not be possible in the case of the properties 
of earth also, (Just as earth is always present, so also are its 
properties—the jar, plate etc. Hence, they also would be 
neither produced nor destroyed.) 

Now, if (the follower of Samkhya); being thus opposed, 
admits the absolute destruction of the existent as well as the 
production of the non-existent, then, he would commit the 
point of defeat known as adherence to a wrong conclusion. If, 
on the other hand, he does not admit all this, his own posicion 
would not be éstablished. 

Szira 24; The pseudo-probantia are as have already 

been discussed. f] v. 2.24 J} ` 
Bhasya : The pseudo-probantia also are a form of point of de- 
feat. But, then, do the pseudo-prohantia become points of 
defeat as having some other special characteristic ? As for 
instance, the pramdna-s become pramepa-s (when the former share 
the special characteristic of the latter). Expecting sucha query, 
(Gautama) says : as have already been discussed. They become 
points of defeat as being characterised by only the characteris- 
tics of pseuda-probantia. 

Thus, all the categories, such as pramāna and the like, are 
hereby named, detined and critically examined. 

Here ends the section on two points of defeat determined by. the wrong 


statement of the debater 
(hathaka-anyskti-nirupya-nigrahasthina-doaya- prakarana) 


This nya@ya-Sasira was revealed to the sage Aksapada, the 
most éxcellent one of the speakers. Vatsyayana was the first 
to compose this commentary on the same, 


Second ahnita of the filth chapter ends 


